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    Preface




    





    





    It has been both a challenge and a privilege to edit this volume on the Prophets in IVP’s highly regarded series of Black Dictionaries on the Bible. The prophetic books represent a large division of the Old Testament canon and contain within them a rich variety of language, literature and ideas. For this reason, they continue to be an area of fast-moving scholarly research, attracting the attention of researchers with a wide range of interests and commitments. They have also been hugely important for theology, and in Christian interpretation have played a major part in attempts to understand the relationship between the Old and New Testaments. All this has made the editing of this volume a particularly rewarding experience.




    We have been keenly aware, in approaching and undertaking the work, that some issues in interpreting the prophets are fiercely debated because matters of fundamental importance are perceived to be at stake. This might have posed an acute dilemma. Was it our task to make a case for a particular viewpoint or to try to resolve contentious issues? We believe, however, that it would have been neither possible nor desirable to do this. Instead, we have undertaken to let the volume portray a broad picture of contemporary scholarship on the Prophets. With this in mind, we are glad that we have been joined in the project by scholars from all points on the scholarly spectrum, Jewish as well as Christian.




    There are several good reasons for proceeding in this way. First, it signals that we acknowledge and honor the strong commitments of all our contributors and the constituencies they represent. We sincerely hope that the volume will be read in this way, and so as a “whole offering.” That is to concede that readers may find some particular article not agreeable to their way of thinking. But we hope it is implied in the range of contributions that no one viewpoint has been allowed a final word. Our contributors have respected all points of view, and all the articles are offered to our readers for their own judgment and further reflection. We think there is a balance overall, and we have no wish to present the work as a contest.




    The second reason is simply that contemporary work on the Prophets is extremely varied and complex, and we think it incumbent on us to represent this in a modern dictionary on the subject. In our selection of articles, we have included, of course, articles on the prophetic books themselves, and for the purpose of this volume and series, we have followed the convention of the Christian Old Testament in including the book of Daniel. There are additional articles on the reception history of the four major prophetic books (Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel and Daniel), since reception history is a growth area in biblical study at large. And along with these stands the Book of the Twelve, since the concept of the Twelve “minor prophets” as a “book,” though itself ancient, has come to prominence as an area for research in recent times. We have also included articles on aspects of prophetic language and imagery, on textual and historical topics, on prophetic genres, on hermeneutics, and on important conceptual and theological themes. And finally we have thought it essential to reflect the range of critical methodologies that are in current use. It is in this area especially (though not only here) that the fast-moving nature of research on the Prophets is evident. Though we hesitate to pick out specific articles, the list includes entries on Conversation Analysis, Performance Criticism, and Psychological and Social­Scientific approaches. These simply illustrate how the parameters of a reference work on the Prophets have changed since an earlier generation. Our contributors across the board have worked in this modern context, and we are confident that the Dictionary makes many fresh contributions to scholarship.




    A third reason for our approach, following from the preceding, is that the collection in its range and diversity expresses the fact that our understanding of the Prophets, as of Scripture more broadly, is an unfinished work, and that interpretation inescapably involves the hearing of many voices. It is in this spirit that we present the volume to our readers.




    We are grateful first to our contributors, who have worked patiently with us over a lengthy period, and responded graciously to editorial suggestion and persuasion. We have learned enormously from them. We are grateful also to Dan Reid, for his scholarly and insightful work with us as editors, as well as his judicious and tactful management of the information flow between editors and contributors, and of the project as a whole. It has been a pleasure to work with him, to say nothing of some excellent breakfasts at SBLs. We are grateful too for the expert copyediting of Robert Maccini.




    




    Mark J. Boda




    J. Gordon McConville




  




  

    How to Use This Dictionary






    





    





    Abbreviations




    Comprehensive tables of abbreviations for general matters as well as for scholarly, biblical and ancient literature may be found on pages xiii-xxii.




    Authorship of Articles




    The authors of articles are indicated by their first initials and last name at the end of each article. A full list of contributors may be found on pages xxiii-xxvi, in alphabetical order of their last name. The contribution of each author is listed following their identification.




    Bibliographies




    A bibliography will be found at the end of each article. The bibliographies include works cited in the articles and other significant related works. Bibliographical entries are listed in alphabetical order by the author’s name, and where an author has more than one work cited, they are listed by date of publication. In articles focused on the Prophetic Books, the bibliographies are divided into the categories “Commentaries” and “Studies.”




    Cross-References




    This Dictionary has been extensively cross-referenced in order to aid readers in making the most of material appearing throughout the volume. Five types of cross-referencing will be found:




    1. One-line entries appearing in alphabetical order throughout the Dictionary direct readers to articles where a topic is discussed, often as a subdivision of an article:




    BABYLONIAN EXILE. See Exile; Israelite History.




    2. An asterisk before a word in the body of an article indicates that an article by that title (or closely worded title) appears in the Dictionary. For example, “*covenant” directs the reader to an article entitled COVENANT. Asterisks typically are found only at the first occurrence of a word in an article. There are few cross-references to articles on prophetic books, since their presence within the Dictionary can be assumed.




    3. A cross-reference appearing within parentheses in the body of an article directs the reader to an article by that title. For example, (see God) directs the reader to an article by that title.




    4. Cross-references have been appended to the end of articles, immediately preceding the bibliography, to direct readers to articles significantly related to the subject:




    See also Destruction; Retribution; Warfare and Divine Warfare; Wrath.




    5. Occasionally references are made to articles in the companion volumes, primarily the Dictionary of the Old Testament: Pentateuch (DOTP), Dictionary of the Old Testament: Historical Books (DOTHB) and Dictionary of the Old Testament: Wisdom, Poetry & Writings (DOTWPW). Others include Dictionary of Jesus and the Gospels (DJG), Dictionary of Paul and His Letters (DPL), Dictionary of the Later New Testament and Its Developments (DLNTD) and Dictionary of New Testament Background (DNTB). These references are found within the body of the text of articles. For example, a reference such as (see DOTP, Law) refers to the article on “Law” in the Dictionary of the Old Testament: Pentateuch.




    




    Indexes




    Since most of the Dictionary articles cover broad topics in some depth, the Subject Index is intended to assist readers in finding relevant information on narrower topics that might, for instance, appear in a standard Bible dictionary. For example, while there is no article entitled “Darius the Mede,” the subject index might direct the reader to pages where Darius the Mede is discussed in the article on “Daniel: Book of.”




    A Scripture Index is provided to assist readers in gaining quick access to the numerous Scripture texts referred to throughout the Dictionary.




    An Articles Index found at the end of the Dictionary allows readers to review quickly the breadth of topics covered and select the ones most apt to serve their interests or needs. Those who wish to identify the articles written by specific contributors should consult the list of contributors, where the articles are listed under the name of each contributor.




    Transliteration




    Hebrew has been transliterated according to the system set out on page xxii.


  




  Abbreviations






  General Abbreviations




  

	
//




	
parallel text









  
	
§ or §§




	
section or paragraph numbers









  
	
Akk




	
Akkadian









  
	
Arab




	
Arabic









  
	
Aram




	
Aramaic









  
	
c.




	
circa









  
	
cf.




	
confer, compare









  
	
chap(s).




	
chapter(s)









  
	
col(s).




	
column(s)









  
	
contra




	
against









  
	
d.




	
died









  
	
DSS




	
Dead Sea Scrolls









  
	
e.g.




	
exempli gratia, for example









  
	
esp.




	
especially









  
	
ET




	
English translation









  
	
fem.




	
feminine









  
	
fig.




	
figure









  
	
frg(s).




	
fragment(s)









  
	
Gk




	
Greek









  
	
HB




	
Hebrew Bible









  
	
Heb




	
Hebrew









  
	
i.e.




	
id est, that is









  
	
lit.




	
literally









  
	
masc.




	
masculine









  
	
no(s.)




	
number(s)









  
	
NT




	
New Testament









  
	
OT




	
Old Testament









  
	
pace




	
with all due respect to









  
	
par.




	
parallel text(s)









  
	
passim




	
in various places









  
	
pl.




	
plural









  
	
r.




	
reigned









  
	
repr.




	
reprint









  
	
rev.




	
reverse (back) of a tablet









  
	
rev. ed.




	
revised edition









  
	
sg.




	
singular









  
	
v(v).




	
verse(s)












  Texts and Translations of the Bible




  

	
ASV




	
American Standard Version









  
	
BHQ




	
Biblia Hebraica Quinta









  
	
BHS




	
Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia









  
	
ESV




	
English Standard Version









  
	
HCSB




	
Holman Christian Standard Bible









  
	
JB




	
Jerusalem Bible









  
	
KJV




	
King James Version









  
	
LXX




	
Septuagint









  
	
MESSAGE




	
The Message: The Bible in Contemporary Language









  
	
MT




	
Masoretic Text









  
	
NAB




	
New American Bible









  
	
NASB




	
New American Standard Bible









  
	
NEB




	
New English Bible









  
	
NET




	
New English Translation









  
	
NIV




	
New International Version









  
	
NJB




	
New Jerusalem Bible









  
	
NJPS




	
Tanakh: The Holy Scriptures: The New JPS Translation according to the Traditional Hebrew Text









  
	
NKJV




	
New King James Version









  
	
NLT




	
New Living Translation









  
	
NRSV




	
New Revised Standard Version









  
	
REB




	
Revised English Bible









  
	
TNIV




	
Today’s New International Version












  Books of the Bible




  

    Old Testament




    Gen




    Ex




    Lev




    Num




    Deut




    Josh




    Judg




    Ruth




    1-2 Sam




    1-2 Kings




    1-2 Chron




    Ezra




    Neh




    Esther




    Job




    Ps (Pss)




    Prov




    Eccles




    Song




    Is




    Jer




    Lam




    Ezek




    Dan




    Hos




    Joel




    Amos




    Obad




    Jon




    Mic




    Nahum




    Hab




    Zeph




    Hag




    Zech




    Mal




    New Testament




    Mt




    Mk




    Lk




    Jn




    Acts




    Rom




    1-2 Cor




    Gal




    Eph




    Phil




    Col




    1-2 Thess




    1-2 Tim




    Tit




    Philem




    Heb




    Jas




    1-2 Pet




    1-2-3 Jn




    Jude




    Rev




  Apocrypha




  

	
1-2 Esdr




	
1-2 Esdras









  
	
1-4 Macc




	
1-4 Maccabees









  
	
Sir




	
Sirach









  
	
Tob




	
Tobit












  Old Testament Pseudepigrapha




  

	
Ahiqar




	
Ahiqar









  
	
Apoc. Ab.




	
Apocalypse of Abraham









  
	
Apoc. Zeph.




	
Apocalypse of Zephaniah









  
	
2 Bar.




	
2 Baruch (Syriac Apocalypse)









  
	
4 Bar.




	
4 Baruch (Paraleipomena Jeremiou)









  
	
1 En.




	
1 Enoch (Ethiopic Apocalypse)









  
	
4 Ezra




	
4 Ezra









  
	
Jub.




	
Jubilees









  
	
Let. Aris.




	
Letter of Aristeas









  
	
Liv. Pro.




	
Lives of the Prophets









  
	
Pss. Sol.




	
Psalms of Solomon









  
	
T. Sim.




	
Testament of Simeon












  Mishnah, Talmud, and Related Literature




  

	
b.




	
Babylonian Talmud









  
	
m.




	
Mishnah









  
	
t.




	
Tosefta









  
	
y.




	
Jerusalem Talmud












  Other Rabbinic Works




  

	
’Abot




	
’Abot









  
	
‘Arak.




	
‘Arakin









  
	
B. Bat.




	
Baba Batra









  
	
B. Qam.




	
Baba Qamma









  
	
Ber.




	
Berakot









  
	
Beṣah




	
Beṣah









  
	
Ḥag.




	
Ḥagigah









  
	
Ḥul.




	
Ḥullin









  
	
Mak.




	
Makkot









  
	
Meg.




	
Megillah









  
	
Mek.




	
Mekilta









  
	
Menaḥ.




	
Menaḥot









  
	
Mo’ed Qaṭ.




	
Mo’ed. Qaṭan









  
	
Naz.




	
Nazir









  
	
Nid.




	
Niddah









  
	
Pe’ah




	
Pe’ah









  
	
Pesaḥ.




	
Pesaḥim









  
	
Qidd.




	
Qiddušin









  
	
Šabb.




	
Šabbat









  
	
Sanh.




	
Sanhedrin









  
	
Soṭah




	
Soṭah









  
	
Ta‘an.




	
Ta‘anit









  
	
Yad.




	
Yadayim









  
	
Yebam.




	
Yebamot









  
	
Yoma




	
Yoma (= Kippurim)












  Other Rabbinic Works




  

	
’Abot R. Nat.




	
’Abot de Rabbi Nathan









  
	
Midr.




	
Midrash (+ biblical book)









  
	
Pesiq. Rab.




	
Pesiqta Rabbati









  
	
Pesiq. Rab Kah.




	
Pesiqta de Rab Kahana









  
	
Rab.




	
Rabbah (+ biblical book)









  
	
Sipre




	
Sipre









  
	
S. ‘Olam Rab.




	
Seder ‘Olam Rabbah









  
	
Sop.




	
Soperim












  Dead Sea Scrolls




  

	
CD-A




	
Damascus Documenta









  
	
CD-B




	
Damascus Documentb









  
	
1QHa




	
1QHodayota









  
	
1QIsaa




	
1QIsaiaha









  
	
1QIsab




	
1QIsaiahb









  
	
1QpHab




	
1QPesher to Habakkuk









  
	
1QS




	
1QRule of the Community









  
	
1Q6 (1QJudg)




	
1QJudges









  
	
1Q7 (1QSam)




	
1QSamuel









  
	
1Q9 (1QEzek)




	
1QEzekiel









  
	
1Q14 (1QpMic)




	
1QPesher to Micah









  
	
1Q15 (1QpZeph)




	
1QPesher to Zephaniah









  
	
1Q20 (1QapGen ar)




	
1QGenesis Apocryphon









  
	
1Q23 (1QEnGiantsa ar)




	
1QEnoch Giantsa ar









  
	
1Q24 (1QEnGiantsb ar)




	
1QEnoch Giantsb ar









  
	
1Q28a (1QSa)




	
1QRule of the Congregation









  
	
1Q28b (1QSb)




	
1QRule of Benedictions









  
	
1Q33 (1QM)




	
1QWar Scroll









  
	
1Q71 (1QDana)




	
1QDaniela









  
	
1Q72 (1QDanb)




	
1QDanielb









  
	
2Q13 (2QJer)




	
2QJeremiah









  
	
2Q22 (2QapDavid?)




	
2QApocryphon of David?









  
	
2Q26 (2QEnGiants ar)




	
2QBook of Giants ar









  
	
3Q1 (3QEzek)




	
3QEzekiel









  
	
3QLam (3Q3)




	
3QLamentations









  
	
3Q4 (3QpIsa)




	
3QIsaiah Pesher









  
	
4Q47 (4QJosha)




	
4QJoshuaa









  
	
4Q48 (4QJoshb)




	
4QJoshuab









  
	
4Q49 (4QJudga)




	
4QJudgesa









  
	
4Q50 (4QJudgb)




	
4QJudgesb









  
	
4Q51 (4QSama)




	
4QSamuela









  
	
4Q52 (4QSamb)




	
4QSamuelb









  
	
4Q53 (4QSamc)




	
4QSamuelc









  
	
4Q54 (4QKgs)




	
4QKings









  
	
4QIsaa (4Q55)




	
4QIsaiaha









  
	
4Q56 (4QIsab)




	
4QIsaiahb









  
	
4Q57 (4QIsac)




	
4QIsaiahc









  
	
4Q70 (4QJera)




	
4QJeremiaha









  
	
4Q71 (4QJerb)




	
4QJeremiahb









  
	
4Q72 (4QJerc)




	
4QJeremiahc









  
	
4Q72a (4QJerd)




	
4QJeremiahd









  
	
4Q72b (4QJere)




	
4QJeremiahe









  
	
4Q73 (4QEzeka)




	
4QEzekiela









  
	
4Q74 (4QEzekb)




	
4QEzekielb









  
	
4Q75 (4QEzekc)




	
4QEzekielc









  
	
4Q76 (4QXIIa)




	
4QMinor Prophetsa









  
	
4Q77 (4QXIIb)




	
4QMinor Prophetsb









  
	
4Q78 (4QXIIc)




	
4QMinor Prophetsc









  
	
4Q79 (4QXIId)




	
4QMinor Prophetsd









  
	
4Q80 (4QXIIe)




	
4QMinor Prophetse









  
	
4Q81 (4QXIIf)




	
4QMinor Prophetsf









  
	
4Q82 (4QXIIg)




	
4QMinor Prophetsg









  
	
4QLam (4Q111)




	
4QLamentations









  
	
4Q112 (4QDana)




	
4QDaniela









  
	
4Q113 (4QDanb)




	
4QDanielb









  
	
4Q114 (4QDanc)




	
4QDanielc









  
	
4Q115 (4QDand)




	
4QDanield









  
	
4Q116 (4QDane)




	
4QDaniele









  
	
4Q123 (4QpaleoParaJosh)




	
4QParaphrase of Joshua









  
	
4Q160 (4QVisSam)




	
4Q Vision of Samuel









  
	
4Q161 (4QpIsaa)




	
4QIsaiah Peshera









  
	
4Q162 (4QpIsab)




	
4QIsaiah Pesherb









  
	
4Q163 (4Qpap pIsac)




	
4QIsaiah Pesherc









  
	
4Q164 (4QpIsad)




	
4QIsaiah Pesherd









  
	
4Q165 (4QpIsae)




	
4QIsaiah Peshere









  
	
4Q166 (4QpHosa)




	
4QHosea Peshera









  
	
4Q167 (4QpHosb)




	
4QHosea Pesherb









  
	
4Q168 (4QpMic?)




	
4QMicah Pesher (?)









  
	
4Q169 (4QpNah)




	
4QNahum Pesher









  
	
4Q170 (4QpZeph)




	
4QZephaniah Pesher









  
	
4Q174 (4QFlor)




	
4QFlorilegium









  
	
4Q177 (4QCatena A)




	
4QCatena A









  
	
4QapocrLam A (4Q179)




	
4QApocryphal Lamentations A









  
	
4Q180 (4QAgesCreat A)




	
4QAges of Creation A









  
	
4Q201 (4QEna ar)




	
4QEnocha ar









  
	
4Q202 (4QEnb ar)




	
4QEnochb ar









  
	
4Q203 (4QEnGiantsa ar)




	
4QBook of Giantsa ar









  
	
4Q204 (4QEnc ar)




	
4QEnochc ar









  
	
4Q205 (4QEnd ar)




	
4QEnochd ar









  
	
4Q206 (4QEne ar)




	
4QEnoche ar









  
	
4Q207 (4QEnf ar)




	
4QEnochf ar









  
	
4Q208 (4QEnAstra ar)




	
4QAstronomical Enocha ar









  
	
4Q209 (4QEnAstrb ar)




	
4QAstronomical Enochb ar









  
	
4Q210 (4QEnAstrc ar)




	
4QAstronomical Enochc ar









  
	
4Q211 (4QEnAstrd ar)




	
4QAstronomical Enochd ar









  
	
4Q242 (4QPrNab ar)




	
4QPrayer of Nabonidus ar









  
	
4Q243 (4QpsDana ar)




	
4QPseudo-Daniela ar









  
	
4Q244 (4QpsDanb ar)




	
4QPseudo-Danielb ar









  
	
4Q245 (4QpsDanc ar)




	
4QPseudo-Danielc ar









  
	
4Q246




	
4QAramaic Apocalypse









  
	
4Q253a (4QcommMal)




	
4QCommentary on Malachi









  
	
4Q254 (4QcommGen C)




	
4QCommentary on Genesis C









  
	
4Q285 (4QSM)




	
4QSefer ha-Milhamah









  
	
4Q378 (4QapocrJoshuaa)




	
4QApocryphon of Joshuaa









  
	
4Q379 (4QapocrJoshuab)




	
4QApocryphon of Joshuab









  
	
4Q382




	
4QParaphrase of Kings









  
	
4Q383 (4QapocrJera)




	
4QApocryphon of Jeremiaha









  
	
4Q384 (4QapocrJerb)




	
4QApocryphon of Jeremiahb (?)









  
	
4Q385 (4QpsEzeka)




	
4QPseudo-Ezekiela









  
	
4Q385a (4QpsMosesa)




	
4QPseudo-Mosesa









  
	
4Q385b (4QapocrJerc)




	
4QApocryphon of Jeremiahc









  
	
4Q385c (4QpsEzekc)




	
4QPseudo-Ezekielc









  
	
4Q386 (4QpsEzekb)




	
4QPseudo-Ezekielb









  
	
4Q387a (4QpsMosesb)




	
4QPseudo-Mosesb









  
	
4Q387b (4QapocrJerd)




	
4QApocryphon of Jeremiahd









  
	
4Q388 (4QpsEzekd)




	
4QPseudo-Ezekield









  
	
4Q388a (4QpsMosesc)




	
4QPseudo-Mosesc









  
	
4Q389 (4QpsMosesd)




	
4QPseudo-Mosesd









  
	
4Q389a (4QapocrJere)




	
4QApocryphon of Jeremiahe









  
	
4Q390 (4QpsMosese)




	
4QPseudo-Mosese









  
	
4Q391 (4QpsEzeka)




	
4QpapPseudo-Ezekiele









  
	
4Q393




	
4QCommunal Confession









  
	
4Q397 (4QMMTd)




	
4QHalakhic Letterd









  
	
4Q400 (4QShirShabba)




	
4QSongs of the Sabbath Sacrificea









  
	
4Q401 (4QShirShabbb)




	
4QSongs of the Sabbath Sacrificeb









  
	
4Q402 (4QShirShabbc)




	
4QSongs of the Sabbath Sacrificec









  
	
4Q403 (4QShirShabbd)




	
4QSongs of the Sabbath Sacrificed









  
	
4Q404 (4QShirShabbe)




	
4QSongs of the Sabbath Sacrificee









  
	
4Q405 (4QShirShabbf)




	
4QSongs of the Sabbath Sacrificef









  
	
4Q406 (4QShirShabbg)




	
4QSongs of the Sabbath Sacrificeg









  
	
4Q407 (4QShirShabbh)




	
4QSongs of the Sabbath Sacrificeh









  
	
4Q481a (4QapocrElisha)




	
4QApocryphon of Elisha









  
	
4Q489




	
4QApocalypse ar (?)









  
	
4Q500 (4QpapBened)




	
4QBenediction









  
	
4QapocrLam B (4Q501)




	
4QApocryphal Lamentations B









  
	
4Q521




	
4QMessianic Apocalypse









  
	
4Q522 (4QapocrJosuéc?)




	
4QProphecy of Joshua









  
	
4Q523




	
4QJonathan









  
	
4Q530 (4QEnGiantsb ar)




	
4QBook of Giantsb ar









  
	
4Q531 (4QEnGiantsc ar)




	
4QBook of Giantsc ar









  
	
4Q532 (4QEnGiantsd ar)




	
4QBook of Giantsd ar









  
	
4Q551 (4QDanSuz? ar)




	
4QDaniel-Suzanna (?) ar









  
	
4Q552




	
4QFour Kingdomsa ar









  
	
4Q553




	
4QFour Kingdomsb ar









  
	
5Q2 (5QKgs)




	
5QKings









  
	
5Q4 (5QAmos)




	
5QAmos









  
	
5QLama (5Q6)




	
5QLamentationsa









  
	
5QLamb (5Q7)




	
5QLamentationsb









  
	
5Q10 (5QpMal?)




	
5QMalachi Pesher









  
	
5Q11 (5QS)




	
5QRule of the Community









  
	
6Q4 (6QpapKgs)




	
6QKings









  
	
6Q7 (6QpapDan)




	
6QDaniel









  
	
6Q8 (6QpapEnGiants ar)




	
6QGiants ar









  
	
6Q9 (6Qpap apocrSam-Kgs)




	
6QApocryphon on Samuel-Kings









  
	
7Q2 (7QLXXEpJer)




	
7QEpistle of Jeremiah









  
	
7Q4 (7QpapEn gr)




	
7QEnoch









  
	
11Q4 (11QEz)




	
11QEzekiel









  
	
11Q10 (11QtgJob)




	
11QTargum of Job









  
	
11Q11 (11QapocrPs)




	
11QApocryphal Psalms









  
	
11Q13 (11Melch)




	
11QMelchizedek









  
	
11Q14 (11QSM)




	
11QSefer ha-Milhamah









  
	
11Q19 (11QTa)




	
11QTemplea














  Wadi Murabba‘at




  

	
Mur 88




	
(XII [unopened scroll]) Scroll of Minor Prophets












  Naḥal Ḥever




  

	
8Ḥev 1




	
(8ḤevXII gr) Scroll of Minor Prophets












  Masada




  

	
Mas1k (MasShirShabb)




	
Masada Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice












  Classical and Early Christian Literature




  

	
Augustine
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Confessionum libri XIII









  
	
Trin.




	
De Trinitate









  
	
Cyprian









  
	
Ep.




	
Epistulae









  
	
Eusebius









  
	
Dem. ev.




	
Demonstratio evangelica









  
	
Hist. eccl.




	
Historia ecclesiastica









  
	
Herodotus









  
	
Hist.




	
Historiae









  
	
Homer









  
	
Od.




	
Odysseia (Odyssey)









  
	
Irenaeus









  
	
Haer.




	
Adversus haereses









  
	
Jerome









  
	
Comm. Habac.




	
Commentariorum in Habacuc libri II









  
	
Comm. Isa.




	
Commentariorum in Isaiam libri XVIII









  
	
Epist.




	
Epistulae









  
	
Josephus









  
	
Ag. Ap.




	
Against Apion









  
	
Ant.




	
Jewish Antiquities









  
	
J.W.




	
Jewish War









  
	
Origen









  
	
Cels.




	
Contra Celsum









  
	
Philo









  
	
Contempl.




	
De vita contemplativa









  
	
Spec.




	
De specialibus legibus









  
	
Polybius









  
	
Hist.




	
Historiae









  
	
Tertullian









  
	
Marc.




	
Adversus Marcionem









  
	
Theodoret









  
	
Comm. Dan.




	
Commentarius in Danielem


















  Periodicals, Reference Works and Serials




  

	
ÄAT




	
Ägypten und Altes Testament









  
	
AB




	
Anchor Bible









  
	
ABD




	
Anchor Bible Dictionary, ed. D. N. Freedman (6 vols.; New York: Doubleday, 1992)









  
	
ABR




	
Australian Biblical Review









  
	
ABRL




	
Anchor Bible Reference Library









  
	
ACCS




	
Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture









  
	
ADOG




	
Abhandlungen der deutschen Orient-Gesellschaft









  
	
ADPV




	
Abhandlungen des deutschen Palästina-Vereins









  
	
AG




	
Analecta gorgiana









  
	
AJA




	
American Journal of Archaeology









  
	
AJP




	
American Journal of Philology









  
	
AJSR




	
Association for Jewish Studies Review









  
	
AMD




	
Ancient Magic and Divination









  
	
AmUS




	
American University Studies









  
	
AnBib




	
Analecta biblica









  
	
ANEP




	
The Ancient Near East in Pictures Relating to the Old Testament, ed. J. B. Pritchard (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1954)









  
	
ANES




	
Ancient Near Eastern Studies









  
	
ANET




	
Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament, ed. J. B. Pritchard (3rd ed., with supplement; Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1969)









  
	
ANETS




	
Ancient Near Eastern Texts and Studies









  
	
AnOr




	
Analecta orientalia









  
	
AOAT




	
Alter Orient und Altes Testament









  
	
AoF




	
Altorientalische Forschungen









  
	
AOTC




	
Abingdon Old Testament Commentaries









  
	
ApOTC




	
Apollos Old Testament Commentary









  
	
ARM




	
Archives royales de Mari









  
	
AS




	
Assyriological Studies









  
	
ASTI




	
Annual of the Swedish Theological Institute









  
	
ATA




	
Alttestamentliche Abhandlungen









  
	
ATANT




	
Abhandlungen zur Theologie des Alten und Neuen Testaments









  
	
ATD




	
Das Alte Testament Deutsch









  
	
AThR




	
Anglican Theological Review









  
	
ATM




	
Altes Testament und Moderne









  
	
AUMSR




	
Andrews University Monographs: Studies in Religion









  
	
AUSS




	
Andrews University Seminary Studies









  
	
AUSTR




	
American University Series: Theology and Religion









  
	
BA




	
Biblical Archaeologist









  
	
BAC




	
Bible in Ancient Christianity









  
	
BASOR




	
Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research









  
	
BBB




	
Bonner biblische Beiträge









  
	
BBET




	
Beiträge zur biblischen Exegese und Theologie









  
	
BBR




	
Bulletin for Biblical Research









  
	
BBRSup




	
Bulletin for Biblical Research Supplements









  
	
BCW




	
Bücherei der christlichen Welt









  
	
BDB




	
F. Brown, S. R. Driver and C. A. Briggs, A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1907)









  
	
BE




	
Biblische Enzyklopädie









  
	
BEATAJ




	
Beiträge zur Erforschung des Alten Testaments und des antiken Judentums









  
	
BETL




	
Bibliotheca ephemeridum theologicarum lovaniensium









  
	
BEvT




	
Beiträge zur evangelischen Theologie









  
	
BFCT




	
Beiträge zur Förderung christlicher Theologie









  
	
BHT




	
Beiträge zur historischen Theologie









  
	
Bib




	
Biblica









  
	
BibAr




	
Bibel und Archaeologie









  
	
BibEnc




	
Biblical Encounters Series









  
	
BibH




	
Bible historiale









  
	
BibInt




	
Biblical Interpretation









  
	
BibJudS




	
Biblical and Judaic Studies









  
	
BibOr




	
Biblica et orientalia









  
	
BibSem




	
The Biblical Seminar









  
	
BIS




	
Biblical Interpretation Series









  
	
BJRL




	
Bulletin of the John Rylands University Library of Manchester









  
	
BJS




	
Brown Judaic Studies









  
	
BKAT




	
Biblischer Kommentar, Altes Testament









  
	
BLS




	
Bible and Literature Series









  
	
BN




	
Biblische Notizen









  
	
BOR




	
Babylonian and Oriental Record









  
	
BR




	
Biblical Research









  
	
BRLAJ




	
Brill Reference Library of Ancient Judaism









  
	
BSac




	
Bibliotheca sacra









  
	
BSAH




	
Blackwell Sourcebooks in Ancient History









  
	
BSCS




	
Bible Study Commentary Series









  
	
BST




	
The Bible Speaks Today









  
	
BTCB




	
Brazos Theological Commentary on the Bible









  
	
BTCL




	
Biblical and Theological Classics Library









  
	
BTSt




	
Biblisch-theologische Studien









  
	
BWANT




	
Beiträge zur Wissenschaft vom Alten und Neuen Testament









  
	
BZ




	
Biblische Zeitschrift









  
	
BZAW




	
Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft









  
	
CAD




	
The Assyrian Dictionary of the Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, ed. E. Reiner et al. (Chicago: Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 1956-)









  
	
CAH2




	
The Cambridge Ancient History, ed. J. B. Bury et al. (2nd ed.; 12 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1924-1939)









  
	
CahRB




	
Cahiers de la Revue biblique









  
	
CAT




	
The Cuneiform Alphabetic Texts from Ugarit, Ras Ibn Hani and Other Places, ed. M. Dietrich, O. Loretz and J. Sanmartín (2nd ed.; ALASP 8; Münster: Ugarit Verlag, 1995)









  
	
CBC




	
Cambridge Bible Commentary









  
	
CBET




	
Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology









  
	
CBQ




	
Catholic Biblical Quarterly









  
	
CBQMS




	
Catholic Biblical Quarterly Monograph Series









  
	
CBR




	
Currents in Biblical Research









  
	
CBSC




	
Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges









  
	
CC




	
Continental Commentaries









  
	
CEB




	
Commentaire évangélique de la Bible









  
	
CHANE




	
Culture and History of the Ancient Near East









  
	
ConBNT




	
Coniectanea biblica: New Testament Series









  
	
ConBOT




	
Coniectanea biblica: Old Testament Series









  
	
ConJ




	
Concordia Journal









  
	
COS




	
Context of Scripture, ed. W. W. Hallo (3 vols.; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1997-)









  
	
CSCD




	
Cambridge Studies in Christian Doctrine









  
	
CTA




	
Corpus des tablettes en cunéiforms alphabétiques découvertes à Ras Shamra-Ugarit de 1929 à 1939, ed. A. Herdner (Mission de Ras Shamra 10/2; Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1963)









  
	
CTJ




	
Calvin Theological Journal









  
	
CTM




	
Concordia Theological Monthly









  
	
CTR




	
Criswell Theological Review









  
	
CurBS




	
Currents in Research: Biblical Studies









  
	
CurTM




	
Currents in Theology and Mission









  
	
CWSSS




	
Corpus of West Semitic Stamp Seals, ed. N. Avigad, rev. and compl. B. Sass (Jerusalem: Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities; Israel Exploration Society; Institute of Archaeology, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1997)









  
	
DBInt




	
Dictionary of Biblical Interpretation, ed. J. H. Hayes (2 vols.; Nashville: Abingdon, 1999)









  
	
DDD




	
Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible, ed. K. van der Toorn, B. Becking and P. W. van der Horst (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1995)









  
	
DDD2




	
Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible, ed. K. van der Toorn, B. Becking and P. W. van der Horst (rev. ed.; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1999)









  
	
Did




	
Didaskalia









  
	
DJD




	
Discoveries in the Judaean Desert









  
	
DJG




	
Dictionary of Jesus and the Gospels, ed. J. Green and S. McKnight (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1992)









  
	
DNWSI




	
Dictionary of the North-West Semitic Inscriptions, by J. Hoftijzer and K. Jongeling (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1995)









  
	
DOTHB




	
Dictionary of the Old Testament: Historical Books, ed. B. T. Arnold and H. G. M. Williamson (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2005)









  
	
DOTP




	
Dictionary of the Old Testament: Pentateuch, ed. T. D. Alexander and D. W. Baker (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2003)









  
	
DOTWPW




	
Dictionary of the Old Testament: Wisdom, Poetry and Writings, ed. T. Longman III and P. Enns (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2008)









  
	
DSBS




	
Daily Study Bible Series









  
	
DSD




	
Dead Sea Discoveries









  
	
EA




	
El-Amarna tablets. According to the edition of J. A. Knudtzon, Die el-Amarna-Tafeln (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1908-1915 [reprint, Aalen: Zeller, 1964]). Continued in A. F. Rainey, El-Amarna Tablets, 359-379 (2nd ed.; Kevelaer, 1978)









  
	
EBC




	
Everyman’s Bible Commentary









  
	
EBib




	
Études bibliques









  
	
ED




	
Essays in Divinity









  
	
EdF




	
Erträge der Forschung









  
	
EDSS




	
The Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. L. H. Schiffman and J. C. VanderKam (2 vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000)









  
	
EH




	
Europäische Hochschulschriften









  
	
EI




	
Eretz- Israel









  
	
Enc




	
Encounter









  
	
EOT




	
Exploring the Old Testament









  
	
ErIsr




	
Eretz-Israel









  
	
EsBib




	
Essais bibliques









  
	
EvQ




	
Evangelical Quarterly









  
	
EvT




	
Evangelische Theologie









  
	
ExAud




	
Ex Auditu









  
	
ExpTim




	
Expository Times









  
	
FAT




	
Forschungen zum Alten Testament









  
	
FBBS




	
Facet Books: Biblical Series









  
	
FC




	
Fathers of the Church









  
	
FCB




	
Feminist Companion to the Bible









  
	
FCBS




	
Fortress Classics in Biblical Studies









  
	
FLP




	
Tablets in the collections of the Free Library of Pennsylvania









  
	
FOTL




	
Forms of Old Testament Literature









  
	
FRC




	
Family, Religion, and Culture









  
	
FRLANT




	
Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments









  
	
FTL




	
Forum theologiae linguisticae









  
	
GBS




	
Guides to Biblical Scholarship









  
	
GPT




	
Growing Points in Theology









  
	
GRBS




	
Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies









  
	
GTA




	
Göttinger theologische Arbeiten









  
	
HAL




	
L. Koehler, W. Baumgartner and J. J. Stamm, Hebräisches und aramäisches Lexikon zum Alten Testament, fascicles 1-5 (3rd ed.; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1967-1995)









  
	
HALOT




	
L. Koehler, W. Baumgartner and J. J. Stamm, The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament, trans. and ed. M. E. J. Richardson (4 vols.; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1994-1999)









  
	
HAR




	
Hebrew Annual Review









  
	
HAT




	
Handbuch zum Alten Testament









  
	
HBM




	
Hebrew Bible Monographs









  
	
HBS




	
Herders biblische Studien









  
	
HBT




	
Horizons in Biblical Theology









  
	
HCOT




	
Historical Commentary on the Old Testament









  
	
HDR




	
Harvard Dissertations in Religion









  
	
Hen




	
Henoch









  
	
HeyM




	
Heythrop Monographs









  
	
HKAT




	
Handkommentar zum Alten Testament









  
	
HO




	
Handbuch der Orientalistik









  
	
HOTC




	
Holman Old Testament Commentary









  
	
HSM




	
Harvard Semitic Monographs









  
	
HSS




	
Harvard Semitic Studies









  
	
HTIBS




	
Historic Texts and Interpreters in Biblical Scholarship









  
	
HTKAT




	
Herders theologischer Kommentar zum Alten Testament









  
	
HTR




	
Harvard Theological Review









  
	
HUCA




	
Hebrew Union College Annual









  
	
IB




	
Interpreter’s Bible, ed. G. A. Buttrick (12 vols.; New York: Abingdon, 1951-1957)









  
	
IBC




	
Interpretation: A Bible Commentary for Teaching and Preaching









  
	
ICC




	
International Critical Commentary









  
	
IDB




	
The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, ed. G. A. Buttrick (4 vols.; Nashville: Abingdon, 1962)









  
	
IDBSup




	
Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible: Supplementary Volume, ed. K. Crim (Nashville: Abingdon, 1976)









  
	
Int




	
Interpretation









  
	
IRT




	
Issues in Religion and Theology









  
	
ISBE




	
International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, ed. G. W. Bromiley (4 vols.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979-1988)









  
	
ISBL




	
Indiana Studies in Biblical Literature









  
	
ITC




	
International Theological Commentary









  
	
ITL




	
International Theological Library









  
	
JANESCU




	
Journal of the Ancient Near Eastern Society of Columbia University









  
	
JAOS




	
Journal of the American Oriental Society









  
	
JBL




	
Journal of Biblical Literature









  
	
JBPR




	
Journal of Biblical and Pneumatological Research









  
	
JBQ




	
Jewish Bible Quarterly









  
	
JBR




	
Journal of Bible and Religion









  
	
JBS




	
Jerusalem Biblical Studies









  
	
JCS




	
Journal of Cuneiform Studies









  
	
JerBS




	
Jerusalem Biblical Studies









  
	
JETS




	
Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society









  
	
JFSR




	
Journal of Feminist Studies in Religion









  
	
JHNES




	
Johns Hopkins Near Eastern Studies









  
	
JHScr




	
Journal of Hebrew Scriptures









  
	
JJS




	
Journal of Jewish Studies









  
	
JNES




	
Journal of Near Eastern Studies









  
	
JNSL




	
Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages









  
	
JPSBC




	
Jewish Publication Society Bible Commentary









  
	
JPSTC




	
Jewish Publication Society Torah Commentary









  
	
JPT




	
Journal of Pentecostal Theology









  
	
JPTSup




	
Journal of Pentecostal Theology: Supplement Series









  
	
JQR




	
Jewish Quarterly Review









  
	
JSJSup




	
Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism









  
	
JSNTSup




	
Journal for the Study of the New Testament: Supplement Series









  
	
JSOT




	
Journal for the Study of the Old Testament









  
	
JSOTSup




	
Journal for the Study of the Old Testament: Supplement Series









  
	
JSP




	
Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha









  
	
JSS




	
Journal of Semitic Studies









  
	
JTS




	
Journal of Theological Studies









  
	
K




	
Tablets in the collections of the British Museum (Kuyunjik)









  
	
K&D




	
C. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Biblical Commentary on the Old Testament, trans. J. Martin et al. (repr., 10 vols.; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1996)









  
	
KAI




	
Kanaanäische und aramäische Inschriften, ed. H. Donner and W. Röllig (2nd ed.; 3 vols. in 1; Wiesbaden: Harrasowitz, 1966-1969)









  
	
KAR




	
Keilschrifttexte aus Assur religiösen Inhalts, ed. E. Ebeling (2 vols.; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1919-1923)









  
	
KAT




	
Kommentar zum Alten Testament









  
	
KHC




	
Kurzer Hand-Commentar zum Alten Testament









  
	
KTU




	
Die keilalphabetischen Texte aus Ugarit, ed. M. Dietrich, O. Loretz and J. Sanmartín (AOAT 24/1; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukircherner Verlag, 1976)









  
	
LAI




	
Library of Ancient Israel









  
	
LCBI




	
Literary Currents in Biblical Interpretation









  
	
LHBOTS




	
Library of Hebrew Bible/Old Testament Studies









  
	
LNTS




	
Library of New Testament Studies









  
	
LSTS




	
Library of the Second Temple Studies









  
	
MBPS




	
Mellen Biblical Press Series









  
	
MNTS




	
McMaster New Testament Studies









  
	
MSL




	
Materialien zum sumerischen Lexikon, ed. B. Landsberger (17 vols.; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1937-1985)









  
	
NABU




	
Nouvelles assyriologiques breves et utilitaires









  
	
NAC




	
New American Commentary









  
	
NCBC




	
New Century Bible Commentary









  
	
NDBT




	
New Dictionary of Biblical Theology, ed. T. D. Alexander and B. S. Rosner (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000)









  
	
NIB




	
The New Interpreter’s Bible, ed. L. E. Keck et al. (12 vols.; Nashville: Abingdon, 1994-2002)









  
	
NIBCOT




	
New International Biblical Commentary: Old Testament Series









  
	
NICOT




	
New International Commentary on the Old Testament









  
	
NIDB




	
New Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, ed. K. D. Sakenfeld (5 vols.; Nashville: Abingdon, 2006-2009)









  
	
NIDOTTE




	
New International Dictionary of Old Testament Theology and Exegesis, ed. W. A. VanGemeren (5 vols.; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1997)









  
	
NIGTC




	
New International Greek Testament Commentary









  
	
NIVAC




	
NIV Application Commentary









  
	
NovT




	
Novum Testamentum









  
	
NSBT




	
New Studies in Biblical Theology









  
	
NTM




	
New Testament Monographs









  
	
NTOA




	
Novum Testamentum et Orbis Antiquus









  
	
NTS




	
New Testament Studies









  
	
NTSI




	
New Testament and the Scriptures of Israel









  
	
OBO




	
Orbis biblicus et orientalis









  
	
OBS




	
Oxford Bible Series









  
	
OBSt




	
Österreichische biblische Studien









  
	
OBT




	
Overtures to Biblical Theology









  
	
OCuT




	
Oxford Editions of Cuneiform Texts









  
	
OEANE




	
The Oxford Encyclopedia of Archaeology in the Near East, ed. E. M. Meyers (5 vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997)









  
	
OIS




	
Oriental Institute Seminars









  
	
OLA




	
Orientalia lovaniensa analecta









  
	
OOTD




	
Outline of an Old Testament Dialogue









  
	
OPBF




	
Occasional Publications of the Babylonian Fund









  
	
OTE




	
Old Testament Essays









  
	
OTG




	
Old Testament Guides









  
	
OTL




	
Old Testament Library









  
	
OTM




	
Oxford Theological Monographs









  
	
OTMes




	
Old Testament Message









  
	
OTS




	
Old Testament Studies









  
	
OtSt




	
Oudtestamentische studiën









  
	
OTT




	
Old Testament Theology









  
	
OuTWP




	
Die Ou Testamentiese Werkgemeenskap in Suid-Afrika









  
	
PEQ




	
Palestine Exploration Quarterly









  
	
PFES




	
Publications of the Finnish Exegetical Society









  
	
PRSt




	
Perspectives in Religious Studies









  
	
PSB




	
Princeton Seminary Bulletin









  
	
PTMS




	
Princeton Theological Monograph Series









  
	
PTR




	
Princeton Theological Review









  
	
RAcc




	
François Thureau-Dangin, Rituels accadiens (Paris: Leroux, 1921)









  
	
RB




	
Revue biblique









  
	
RD




	
Religions and Discourse









  
	
ResQ




	
Restoration Quarterly









  
	
RevExp




	
Review and Expositor









  
	
RevistB




	
Revista bíblica









  
	
RevQ




	
Revue de Qumran









  
	
RHPR




	
Revue d’histoire et de philosophie religieuses









  
	
RIMA




	
The Royal Inscriptions of Mesopotamia, Assyrian Periods









  
	
RivBSup




	
Supplements to Rivista biblica









  
	
RNBC




	
Readings: A New Biblical Commentary









  
	
RRBS




	
Recent Research in Biblical Studies









  
	
RTR




	
Reformed Theological Review









  
	
SAA




	
State Archives of Assyria









  
	
SAAS




	
State Archives of Assyria Studies









  
	
SAIS




	
Studies in the Aramaic Interpretation of Scripture









  
	
SBL




	
Studies in Biblical Literature









  
	
SBLAB




	
Society of Biblical Literature Academia Biblica









  
	
SBLABS




	
Society of Biblical Literature Archaeology and Biblical Studies









  
	
SBLAIL




	
Society of Biblical Literature Ancient Israel and Its Literature









  
	
SBLANEM




	
Society of Biblical Literature Ancient Near East Monographs









  
	
SBLDS




	
Society of Biblical Literature Dissertation Series









  
	
SBLMS




	
Society of Biblical Literature Monograph Series









  
	
SBLRBS




	
Society of Biblical Literature Resources for Biblical Study









  
	
SBLSBS




	
Society of Biblical Literature Sources for Biblical Study









  
	
SBLSP




	
Society of Biblical Literature Seminar Papers









  
	
SBLSS




	
Society of Biblical Literature Semeia Studies









  
	
SBLSymS




	
Society of Biblical Literature Symposium Studies









  
	
SBLWAW




	
Society of Biblical Literature Writings from the Ancient World









  
	
SBLWGW




	
Society of Biblical Literature Writings from the Greco-Roman World









  
	
SBS




	
Stuttgarter Bibelstudien









  
	
SBT




	
Studies in Biblical Theology









  
	
SBTS




	
Sources for Biblical and Theological Study









  
	
ScrCon




	
Scripture in Context









  
	
SCRK




	
Studien zur christlichen Religions- und Kulturgeschichte









  
	
ScrMin




	
Scripta minora









  
	
SCS




	
Septuagint Commentary Series









  
	
SE




	
Studia evangelica I, II, III (= TU 73 [1959], 87 [1964], 88 [1964], etc.)









  
	
SEÅ




	
Svensk exegetisk årsbok









  
	
SFSHJ




	
South Florida Studies in the History of Judaism









  
	
SHBC




	
Smith & Helwys Bible Commentary









  
	
SHCANE




	
Studies in the History and Culture of the Ancient Near East









  
	
SHCT




	
Studies in the History of Christian Traditions









  
	
SHR




	
Studies in the History of Religions (supplement to Numen)









  
	
SHS




	
Scripture and Hermeneutics Series









  
	
SJLA




	
Studies in Judaism in Late Antiquity









  
	
SJOT




	
Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament









  
	
SJT




	
Scottish Journal of Theology









  
	
SJud




	
Studies in Judaism









  
	
SO




	
Symbolae Osloenses









  
	
SOTBT




	
Studies in Old Testament Biblical Theology









  
	
SOTSMS




	
Society for Old Testament Studies Monograph Series









  
	
SPRTS




	
Scholars Press Reprints and Translations Series









  
	
SSN




	
Studia semitica neerlandica









  
	
ST




	
Studia theologica









  
	
StBT




	
Studia biblica et theologica









  
	
STDJ




	
Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah









  
	
STI




	
Studies in Theological Interpretation









  
	
STL




	
Studia theologica Lundensia









  
	
StPB




	
Studia post-biblica









  
	
STR




	
Studies in Theology and Religion









  
	
SubBi




	
Subsidia biblica









  
	
SUNT




	
Studien zur Umwelt des Neuen Testaments









  
	
SVTP




	
Studia in Veteris Testamenti pseudepigraphica









  
	
SWBA




	
The Social World of Biblical Antiquity









  
	
TA




	
Tel Aviv









  
	
TAD A




	
Textbook of Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egypt, vol. 1, Letters, ed. B. Porten and A. Yardeni (Jerusalem: Hebrew University, Department of the History of the Jewish People, 1986)









  
	
TAD B




	
Textbook of Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egypt, vol. 2, Contracts, ed. B. Porten and A. Yardeni (Jerusalem: Hebrew University, Department of the History of the Jewish People, 1989)









  
	
TAD D




	
Textbook of Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egypt, vol. 4, Ostraca and Assorted Inscriptions, ed. B. Porten and A. Yardeni (Jerusalem: Hebrew University, 1999)









  
	
TAPS




	
Transactions of the American Philosophical Society









  
	
TBC




	
Torch Bible Commentaries









  
	
TBN




	
Themes in Biblical Narrative









  
	
TBS




	
Tools for Biblical Study









  
	
TBT




	
The Bible Today









  
	
TCS




	
Texts from Cuneiform Sources









  
	
TDOT




	
Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament, ed. G. J. Botterweck and H. Ringgren (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974-)









  
	
TGUOS




	
Transactions of the Glasgow University Oriental Society









  
	
TH




	
Texte der Hethiter









  
	
ThA




	
Theologische Arbeiten









  
	
THAT




	
Theologisches Handwörterbuch zum Alten Testament, ed. E. Jenni, with C. Westermann (2 vols.; Munich: Kaiser; Zürich: Theologischer Verlag, 1971-1976)









  
	
Them




	
Themelios









  
	
ThEv
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      א = ’




      ב = b
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      ד = d
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      ו = w
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      י = y
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    Abrahamic Covenant. See Covenant.




    AFTERLIFE




    Like the rest of the OT, the Prophetic Books are concerned primarily with this life rather than anything beyond it, and the prophets themselves with repentance and reform in the present life rather than judgment or recompense in an afterlife. However, the judgment that they proclaim often includes death, while they occasionally address those with an unhealthy interest in the dead. Further, a few texts portray national demise and restoration as *death and resurrection, and this paradigm is eventually extended to individual fate. Nevertheless, the relevant texts are often difficult, and their exact meaning is unclear (for detailed discussion of all texts mentioned, see Johnston 2002).




    1. Death




    2. The Dead




    3. Surviving Death




    1. Death.




    The Prophetic Books contain little narrative, and what there is entirely lacks the intergenerational time span of Genesis or Kings. Thus, death is seldom recorded as simply the natural end of life, as is common elsewhere in the OT (see Johnston, DOTHB 215–18). However, the general fragility of life and the certainty of death are noted—for example, in contrast to the permanence of God’s word (Is 40:7).




    At the same time, the prophetic focus on issues of life and death leads to the occasional portrayal of death as an enemy. Women will lament that “death has come up into our windows . . . to cut off our children,” while the grim reaper leaves a trail of ungathered sheaves (Jer 9:21-22). Elsewhere Sheol is thought to open its mouth wide but never to be satisfied (Is 5:14; Hab 2:5). There are some parallels here to Ugaritic Mot (e.g., KTU 1.5.ii.3-4), though in the OT death is barely personified and never deified.




    In one text Yahweh apostrophizes Sheol as destructive, toying with the idea of ransoming its victims but then declining (Hos 13:14). This tension is only resolved in the NT when the outcome is reversed through Christ’s resurrection (1 Cor 15:54-55). That resolution is nevertheless foreseen in the Isaiah Apocalypse, where Yahweh will destroy the shroud and “swallow up death forever” (Is 25:7-8).




    2. The Dead.




    The Prophetic Books contain the only two underworld descriptions in the OT, and both are brief (these complement evocative imagery elsewhere, notably Ps 88). Isaiah 14:9-11 describes the former great king of Babylon descending to Sheol, now as weak as those whom he had conquered. Ezekiel 32:17-32 predicts the Egyptians joining the many other slain armies lying in their ethnic groups, prostrate and immobile in a vast cavern. These texts fit the typical OT portrayal of the underworld as the general human fate, devoid of meaningful existence and remote from Yahweh.




    Various legal texts prohibit Israelites from contacting or venerating the dead. However, several prophetic texts indicate that such practices indeed existed, though it is impossible to establish their extent at any one period or through time. Isaiah instructs his disciples to oppose necromancers, whose future is bleak (Is 8:19-22). He also indicts drunken priests and rulers who “made a covenant with death” (Is 28:15); their practices possibly include necrotic activity, but the proposed allusions are tenuous. Another Isaianic passage condemns fertility cults, child sacrifice and *idolatry in general (Is 57:3-13), which quite plausibly included consulting or honoring the dead (Is 57:6, 9). A final text castigates those who “sit inside tombs, and . . . eat swine’s flesh” (Is 65:3-4), a similar illicit combination though tantalizingly without further detail. Ezekiel’s lengthy vision contrasts the pure temple of the future with the tainted previous one, defiled by royal corpses and possibly their veneration (Ezek 43:7, 9).




    One possible context for honoring the dead was the marzēăḥ. The West Semitic root mrzḥ is attested in several contexts (Ebla, Ugarit, Moab, Elephantine, Phoenicia, Nabatea, Palmyra, Talmud) to indicate a social group, or its gatherings, or their location. These gatherings often involved eating and drinking and were sometimes explicitly funerary or commemorative. The Hebrew marzēăḥ occurs twice in the OT, once implying revelry and with no obvious link to the dead (Amos 6:7, in a variant construct form, mirzaḥ), and once in a funerary context, where bēt-marzēăḥ is usually translated “house of mourning” and contrasted with “house of [wedding] feasting” (Jer 16:5, 9). The phrase “house of mourning” without further explanation implies that this was an established custom in late preexilic times. Some scholars argue that the marzēăḥ necessarily involved ancestor cults, which were generally prevalent, and that other biblical references to this were later removed by orthodox redactors. However, evidence from other cultural contexts does not prove that the mrzḥ was primarily related to the dead. And if the Israelite version had been so related, then the posited zealous redactors would surely also have expunged the references just noted.




    Two further phenomena have sometimes been associated with ancestor cults. First, tĕrāpîm, often translated “household gods,” feature in several narratives (Gen 34; Judg 18; 1 Sam 19) and as divinatory objects in a few prophetic texts (Ezek 21:21; Hos 3:4; Zech 10:2). The tĕrāpîm may well have represented revered ancestors, but arguments that this necessarily indicates an active ancestor cult are tenuous. Second, religiously significant pillars (maṣṣĕbôt) occur in several narratives, including that of sacrifice at Sinai (Ex 24:4), and again coupled with sacrifice in a prophetic text (Hos 3:4 [alongside tĕrāpîm]). These pillars have also been associated with ancestor veneration, since Absalom set up a self-commemorative pillar, and the dutiful son in the Aqhat epic set up “a pillar of his ancestor” (skn ilib [KTU 1.17.i.27]). However, these arguments are equally tenuous, since Absalom lacked offspring to venerate him, and the Ugaritic text uses different terms and reflects a different socioreligious context.




    3. Surviving Death.




    Apart from the aspects discussed below, the Prophetic Books share the general OT perspective of Sheol as the only specified human destiny (for recent summary, see Routledge). The identity of individuals can persist in family line and name (as is emphasized by Levenson), but this is quite different from individual afterlife.




    3.1. Heavenly Books. There are a few intriguing references to heavenly books in the prophets (as elsewhere). These occur with different wording in a variety of contexts and may well imply different underlying ideas. Some scholars trace the Israelite concept back to the Babylonian “tablets of destiny” or to Persian civilian registers, but these may have no relevance and at most they show religious and administrative parallels.




    In an Isaianic vision, the restored community “will be holy, everyone who has been recorded for life in Jerusalem” (Is 4:3). As an alternative to the prevalent religious cynicism, Malachi offers “a book of remembrance . . . of those who revered Yahweh” (Mal 3:16). Daniel’s final apocalyptic vision climaxes with the deliverance of “everyone who is found written in the book” (Dan 12:1). His earlier terrifying vision of the Ancient of Days included heavenly assizes: “The court sat in judgment and the books were opened” (Dan 7:10). And the events detailed in his lengthy final vision are recorded in a “book of truth” (Dan 10:21).




    Intertestamental and NT writers understood “the book of life” as referring to postmortem fate (e.g., 1 En. 47:3; 90:20; 108:3; Jub. 30:20, 22; 36:10; Lk 10:20; Phil 4:3; Heb 12:23; Rev 21:27), and this interpretation has often been read back into the OT. This approach takes the few OT references as glimpses of future hope. However, this need not be the meaning in their initial context. The record for life (Is 4:3) applies to the current life on earth, not a later one. The divine comment on those in Malachi’s heavenly book, “on the day when I act . . . I will spare them” (Mal 3:17), suggests preservation during judgment rather than life after death. Even the book of names in Daniel’s final vision (Dan 12:1), though mentioned just before resurrection, concerns “your people [who] shall be delivered”—that is, who will survive the unprecedented “anguish” and presumably remain alive on earth. Similarly, the books mentioned in several psalms need imply no more than Yahweh’s careful concern and provision for his people.




    In Daniel’s earlier vision, the opening of books in the heavenly court (Dan. 7:10) leads to the destruction of the fourth beast and the subjugation of the other three, divine judgment on current ungodly oppression as a prerequisite to the “heavenly human” and his earthly people receiving God’s kingdom. The opening of the heavenly books leads here to judgment on the four beasts, not on all humans. This is a function different from that ascribed to it in later eschatology, though the development is natural. The NT recasts the various elements of Daniel’s visions to describe the parousia of Christ, and the resurrection and final judgment of all humanity. The books opened in Daniel’s heavenly court are one significant element in this, and thus they are the strongest OT link between heavenly books and the afterlife.




    3.2. National Restoration. Two prophetic texts use the concept of renewal of human life as a metaphor for national restoration. Hosea 6:2 invites a return to Yahweh, the very one who had brought destruction on the nation: “After two days he will revive us; on the third day he will raise us up, that we may live before him.” The context and language suggest healing from physical wounds and sickness; for example, “three days” occurs in Hezekiah’s healing (2 Kings 20:8, though not Is 38) and in Mesopotamian medical texts.




    Some scholars see a death-and-resurrection motif in Hosea 6:2. However, the text does not specify that the wounding is fatal, and both the verbs “revive” (ḥyh, Piel) and “raise up” (qwm, Hiphil) occur frequently and in varied contexts. J. Day (1996; 1997) notes references to death in the immediate context (Hos 5:14; 6:5), and parallels between Hosea 5—6 and Hosea 13—14. He sees death-and-resurrection motifs in Hosea 13—14, so argues that they occur also in Hosea 5—6, notably resurrection in Hosea 6:2. But Hosea’s profuse images appear throughout his book, giving several themes within each chapter and numerous parallels across different chapters. Death is certainly a theme in Hosea 5—6; 13—14, but this does not determine the meaning of Hosea 6:2.




    Nevertheless, there is perhaps a more profound link between wounding and death, healing and resurrection. Hosea grapples in anguish with the message of God’s punishment and destruction of the nation, while still clinging to the hope of healing and restoration. Inevitably the images that he uses may fuse together, so that healing from grievous wounds and resurrection from the dead are alternate images for the renewal of a moribund nation. Hosea and his audience may have been aware of death-and-resurrection motifs, from whatever source, but they are not necessarily evident here.




    In a stupendous vision Ezekiel prophesies to a valley littered with bones, which first regroup as skeletons and, on further word, return to life. The vision is immediately explained: the exiled Israelites have lost hope, but Yahweh will open their graves and repatriate them, and they will live (Ezek 37:1-14). The vision of revivified bodies clearly indicates a restored people, but it says nothing about personal resurrection, even if it was later interpreted in that way. The references to graves in Ezekiel 37:12-13 may seem to imply the latter, but they must be taken in context. Israelites normally buried their dead in rock-cut tombs or, for the poor, in shallow pits, so the equivalent for them of unburied bones coming to life would be bodies emerging from graves. In applying this vision to Israel, Ezekiel 37 first translates the imagery into a culturally relevant equivalent before giving its meaning.




    Whether Ezekiel or his contemporaries had a concept of personal resurrection is irrelevant, though the prophet’s cautious reply to Yahweh’s opening question makes this unlikely. Resurrection could have been part of the religious backdrop, but the vision makes as much sense without it. Ezekiel proclaimed God’s message of restoration after destruction, of resettlement after banishment, of national life after death. So the imagery of physical bodies being reconstituted would be a perfect illustration. Its use does not imply a prior belief in resurrection, any more than our understanding of science fiction implies a belief in any of its imaginative worlds. Ezekiel’s vision uses physical reconstitution as an image of national restoration, but it says nothing determinative about individual resurrection.




    3.3. Individual Resurrection. There are a few possible allusions to individual return to life outside the Prophetic Books. God’s power to kill and make alive is twice asserted (Deut 32:39; 1 Sam 2:6), though neither text refers to specific individuals. The prophets Elijah (1 Kings 17:22) and Elisha (2 Kings 4:34) caused life to return, as did the latter’s bones (2 Kings 13:20-21), but all these were cases of resuscitation within a few hours of death. These events, though certainly miraculous, were significantly different from resurrection of the long dead.




    A clear allusion to individual return to life occurs in the famous fourth Servant Song. After being “cut off from the land of the living” and buried, the enigmatic servant will “see offspring and prolong days . . . see and be satisfied” (Is 53:10-11). There is no mention of resurrection. But the few descriptions of his new life are strongly evocative of earthly existence: offspring, days, seeing, allotted portion. So the servant apparently returns to life in some unspecified form (see Servant of Yahweh).




    Two texts are more explicit. The Isaiah Apocalypse offers several glimpses of Yahweh’s general triumph over death, most notably when he “will swallow up death forever” (Is 25:8). It then notes that the wicked dead do not rise (Is 26:14) but boldly asserts, “Your dead shall live, their corpses shall rise” (Is 26:19). The context is one of national revival and restoration, but there is more here. Both verses refer specifically to “the shades” and “the dead” (i.e., to deceased individuals), while in the latter verse the dust-dwellers will awake and sing, Yahweh’s life-giving dew will fall, and the earth will disclose the shades. The imagery clearly envisages the personal resurrection from death of at least some Israelites. The application may be national, but the imagery presupposes a concept of individual resurrection.




    Finally, Daniel 12:2 speaks unmistakably of personal resurrection at the climax of Daniel’s final vision (Dan 10—12): “Many of those who sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, some to everlasting life, and some to shame and everlasting contempt.” This clearly is individual resurrection of both righteous and wicked. However, it may still be limited. The context focuses on Daniel’s people, not all humanity, and the phrase “many of” probably means “many, but not all” (cf. rabbîm min elsewhere; e.g., Esther 8:17), rather than “the many” (cf. NIV: “multitudes”). In context, they are probably those who die in the final persecution, some rising to be rewarded for their resistance, others to be shamed for their collaboration. So this resurrection envisages the Jewish people, and possibly only one specific generation.




    The two last texts are dated by nearly all scholars to much later than the times of their putative authors, Isaiah 24—27 as late postexilic and Daniel as second century. The theme of overcoming death forms part of the argument, since it is considered a very late development. In particular, resurrection in Daniel (as in 2 Maccabees) is interpreted as a theological response to the Antiochene persecution and Jewish martyrdom (e.g., Burkes). Thus, resurrection belief only emerged at the very end of the OT period, too late to influence other writers.




    In contrast, some critical scholars propose an earlier, preexilic date for Isaiah 24—27, while conservative scholars continue to argue for the unity of Isaiah and Daniel, as respectively eighth- and sixth-century books. However, it must then be accepted that the potentially revolutionary belief in personal resurrection remained theologically unassimilated into Israelite faith. If glimpsed by Isaiah of Jerusalem and developed by Daniel in exile, the theme remained unexplored by these writers elsewhere and was ignored by successive prophets of the seventh to fifth centuries, as well as psalmists, sages and historians. To them, the concept of resurrection was unknown or incomprehensible, and their works maintain the traditional Israelite view of the unwelcome underworld. Thus, resurrection and life after death remained marginal to OT belief, whether chronologically or theologically, and awaited exploration in intertestamental literature and resolution in the NT.




    See also Death.
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    AMOS, BOOK OF




    The book of Amos, possibly the earliest legacy of the “writing prophets,” is a paradigm of the prophetic genre. It is notable especially for its powerful rhetorical language, while its most significant theological contribution to the biblical canon lies in the uncompromising censure of the social injustice prevalent in Israelite society in the eighth century BC.
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    2. Composition and Interpretation
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    4. Place in the Canon




    1. Structure and Argument.




    1.1. Structure. Until well into the 1980s it was common for OT scholarship to affirm that the Prophetic Books, Amos included, lack a clear structure. According to G. von Rad, “The prophetic corpus lies before us in what are, to some extent, very shapeless collections of traditional material, arranged with almost no regard for content or chronological order” (von Rad, 33). Of Amos it has been said that the book “has too little story, too little train of thought, and too little internal coherence to hold interest for more than a few verses or, at most, a chapter” (Coote, 1).




    However, such views had to be thoroughly revised following detailed redaction- and rhetorical-critical investigations, with the effect that R. Gordon can now claim that “the prophetic books . . . clearly represent the work of craftsmen and rhetoricians who sought to influence not only by the content of the message but also by the literary form into which they molded it” (Gordon, 107). Similar conclusions have been reached with regard to the arrangement of Amos, but since the book features a complex array of structural devices and literary forms, no final consensus has been reached regarding its structure.




    At the most basic level, Amos can be divided into three or four parts: Amos 1—2, the introduction; Amos 3—6, often labeled the “words”; Amos 7—9, the “visions.” The final verses of Amos 9 sometimes are treated as a separate part that is thought to have been appended in postexilic times. However, this outline, which provides no more than a general starting point, glosses over the fact that Amos 7—9, in addition to *visions, also features a historical narrative (Amos 7:10-17), judgment speeches (Amos 8:4-14) and a *salvation oracle (Amos 9:11-15). Observations such as this led some earlier commentators to reassign (some of) those sections to other parts of the book (see, e.g., the overview of proposed solutions regarding Amos 7:10-17 in Gordis, 217-18), but B. Childs probably is correct to conclude that “the editorial shaping established no theological significance between Amos’ words and visions” (Childs, 404).




    In an attempt to move beyond the general tripartite outline, various proposals have been suggested. For instance, a structural function has sometimes been assigned to the hymn fragments in Amos 1:2 (if this is to be included among the hymn fragments); 4:13; 5:8-9; 9:5-6 (Koch), to the distribution and use of, in some cases, highly elaborate divine names (such as ʾădōnāy yhwh ʾĕlōhê haṣṣĕbāʾôt in Amos 3:13 [see Koch; Dempster]), to heptads and seven-plus-one series (Limburg) and to “telescoping n+1 patterns” (O’Connell). However, none of these proposals has won wide appeal (for further discussion, see Möller 2003, 62-88).




    A far more popular approach has been to find a variety of chiastic structures in the book of Amos. This endeavor goes back to some early studies by J. de Waard and N. Tromp, who argued that Amos 5:1-17 displays a concentric arrangement. Building upon these proposals, some have attempted to extend the outer limits of this central chiasm to include wider sections of the book. Intermediate steps are represented by the works of J. Lust, who extended the boundaries to Amos 4:1—6:7, and P. Noble, who found a chiastic arrangement throughout Amos 3:9—6:14. The most far-reaching chiasms that have been suggested encompass more or less the entire book of Amos (see, e.g., Dorsey; Rottzoll). However, while the early studies by de Waard and Tromp successfully demonstrated the chiastic arrangement of Amos 5:1-17, thus making a significant contribution to the study of the book of Amos, many of the proposals for more extensive concentric structures suffer from a tendency to rely on obscure section breaks, exaggerate the level of correspondence between purportedly parallel parts, or delete or rearrange passages that sit awkwardly within the proposed arrangement (see the discussion in Möller 2003, 64-74).




    Perhaps a better way forward is to pay attention to indicators of aperture and closure within the text, such as divine speech formulas and other structural markers. Based on these, it has been suggested that, in addition to the historical superscription in Amos 1:1 and the motto in Amos 1:2, the book consists of nine major units (Möller 2003, 89-103). The first of these, the introductory series of oracles against the nations in Amos 1:3—2:16, is easily identified as one of the book’s major sections due to its strophic arrangement, in which each of the eight oracles not only is introduced by the divine speech formula “This is what the LORD says,” but also features additional recurring elements, such as the phrase “For three sins of . . . , even for four, I will not turn back my wrath.” The occurrence of a major break after Amos 2:16 is signaled by the introductory words “Hear this word the LORD has spoken against you, O people of Israel” in Amos 3:1. Similar phrases in Amos 4:1 and Amos 5:1, together with other structural indicators, such as the inclusio achieved by the use of pāqad (“punish”) in Amos 3:2, 14 and the chiastic arrangement of Amos 5:1-17, indicate that the oracles against the nations are followed by three extended judgment speeches in Amos 3:1-15; 4:1-13; 5:1-17.




    These judgment speeches give way to two extended woe oracles in Amos 5:18-27; 6:1-14, each of which is introduced by the term hôy (“woe”). In the visions-cum-narrative section Amos 7:1—8:3 we find another passage that is serial in nature in that each of its four visions is introduced by the words “This is what the Sovereign LORD/he showed me,” a phrase that performs a similar function to the recurring divine speech formula in Amos 1:3—2:16. The two final parts are introduced by phrases that represent variations on the introductory markers employed in earlier sections of the book. Thus, the words “hear this” mark the commencement of another judgment speech in Amos 8:4-14, while the book’s conclusion in Amos 9:1-15 is opened by the phrase “I saw the LORD standing by the altar,” which by its repetition of the term rāʾâ (Qal “see” in Amos 9:1; Hiphil “show” in Amos 7:1, 4, 7; 8:1) recalls the introductions to the earlier visions. These two final parts share some similarities in that both end in sections introduced by the eschatological formulas “in that day” (Amos 8:9, 13; 9:11) and “the days are coming” (Amos 8:11; 9:13). To summarize, this analysis suggests that the book of Amos falls into the following main parts: Amos 1:1-2; 1:3—2:16; 3:1-15; 4:1-13; 5:1-17; 5:18-27; 6:1-14; 7:1—8:3; 8:4-14; 9:1-15.




    1.2. Argument. The book opens with a superscription (Amos 1:1), which briefly introduces the prophet Amos and outlines the period of his ministry with reference to the ruling kings in Israel and Judah, thus pointing to a time toward the earlier part of the eighth century BC (see Israelite History). The book’s gloomy mood is foreshadowed in Amos 1:2, a verse perhaps best understood as the book’s motto. This is followed by a series of oracles that threaten Israel’s neighbors with the divine punishment for their atrocious war crimes (Amos 1:3—2:5). The series, which appears to play on the audience’s nationalistic feelings, features an adroit rhetorical arrangement that moves from foreign *nations proper (Arameans, Philistines, Phoenicians) to Israel’s blood relatives (Edomites, Ammonites, Moabites) before apparently settling on the sibling nation, Judah (Amos 2:4-5), whose inhabitants are accused of having rejected the divine Torah, as the prime target. However, Amos’s words turn out to be a cleverly designed rhetorical trap, for his harangue eventually culminates in a judgment speech against the Israelites themselves (Amos 2:6-16). It is they who are singled out as the prime target of the divine punishment, and their inclusion in this powerful discourse suggests that the social injustice, the oppression of the poor and marginalized, that especially the upper echelons of Israel’s society are guilty of is just as bad as, if indeed not worse than, the war crimes committed by their neighbors.




    It has been argued that the book from this point on presents the debate between the prophet Amos and his complacent audience (see Möller 2003), who reject the prophetic message of judgment, relying instead on their cherished theological traditions (such as the *Day of the Lord [see Amos 5:18-20]). A reading of the book in its final form suggests that the debate is triggered by Amos’s denunciation of Israel in the concluding part of the introductory series of oracles against the nations (Amos 2:6-16). To this the people apparently replied that they would not be punished by their God, who, after all, had elected them as his chosen people. The people’s reply has to be inferred at this point, but similar responses are explicitly stated throughout (see Amos 5:14; 6:1-3; 9:10). In response to the Israelites’ reliance upon their status as the chosen people, Amos, in what is the first of a series of extended judgment speeches addressed to Israel, stresses that this status, far from implying impunity from punishment, brings with it a greater level of responsibility (Amos 3:1-2).




    That the book of Amos features the debate between the prophet and his audience is suggested not only by those passages that refer to the people’s objections (e.g., Amos 5:14; 9:10), but also by the fact that the prophet feels compelled to reinterpret and subvert cherished theological concepts such as the *exodus tradition (Amos 2:9-10; 3:1-2; 9:7) and the Day of the Lord (Amos 5:18-20). Indeed, with regard to Amos’s allusions to the exodus tradition, it can be seen that the prophet’s stance becomes increasingly more radical. In Amos 2:9-10 the exodus is simply affirmed, and in Amos 3:1-2 the special responsibilities ensuing from Israel’s election as God’s chosen people are pointed out, while in Amos 9:7 any special status is now flatly denied. This is best understood in the context of a debate where positions have become more and more entrenched, thus demanding more drastic rhetorical measures from Amos if he is to succeed in his attempt to get his audience to face up to reality. The hymn fragments extoling God’s destructive powers (Amos 4:13; 5:8-9; 9:5-6) and the acerbic criticism of Israel’s religious activities (Amos 4:4-5; 5:21-23) are also best understood from the polemical perspective demanded by this dialogical context.




    The judgment speeches in Amos 3:1-15; 4:1-13; 5:1-17, each of which is introduced by the phrase “Hear this word,” reiterate the threat of the divine punishment, but they also represent progressive stages in the debate between the prophet and his audience. In Amos 3:1-15 the judgment is threatened at the beginning and reaffirmed at the end of the speech (Amos 3:1-2, 13-15). Its initial announcement once again features Amos’s rhetorical shock tactics, for the basic meaning of the verb pāqad in Amos 3:2 is “to visit.” In its context here, which talks about Israel’s election, the natural assumption would be to take this as a friendly visit, and it is only when Amos makes the point that God is going to visit because of “all your sins” that it becomes clear that God’s intention is to visit in order to punish his people. The concluding judgment section (Amos 3:13-15), which repeats the verb pāqad (Amos 3:14), underlines that the punishment is aimed especially at the rich, the owners of several, richly adorned houses, and that there will be no refuge anymore, since the horns of the altar, which would have guaranteed sanctuary (see Ex 21:13-14; 1 Kings 1:50; 2:28), will be cut off.




    In between these framing judgment sections we find Amos arguing his case. First (Amos 3:3-8), in response to an apparent demand that he refrain from proclaiming such a terrible message, Amos employs a series of rhetorical questions to make the point that he has no other choice: “The Sovereign LORD has spoken; who can but prophesy?” He even, in another polemical twist, offers the supporting evidence of two witnesses, ironically provided by Ashdod and Egypt—described by one commentator as “experts in terms of oppression” (Rudolph, 163)—which are called upon to witness the oppression that is going on in Israel’s midst (Amos 3:9-10) and that will lead to an enemy plundering the fortresses of the plunderers (Amos 3:10-11). But surely God would rescue his people from such an attack, or so the people assumed. To this objection Amos replies with heavy irony, indicating that there will be a “rescue,” but only in the form of some worthless remains that merely prove that God’s devastating judgment has indeed taken place (Amos 3:12). For that is the point of the remains that a shepherd might rescue from a lion’s mouth: they serve as evidence that the animal truly has been torn by a wild beast (Ex 22:13; see also Gen 31:39).




    The well-to-do are also the focus at the beginning of the next judgment speech (Amos 4:1-3), as Amos singles out Israel’s upper-class women as an illustration of the lifestyle that Yahweh denounces. Again the oppression of the poor and needy is highlighted, together with what appears to be a drinking problem, as these “cows of Bashan,” as the *women are called, are known for demanding drink from their husbands. God now even swears that they will be punished for their outrageous behavior; and the punishment is described in the most drastic of terms (Amos 4:2-3). The numerous *sacrifices and tithes that the people boast about cannot avert this punishment (Amos 4:4-5), as Amos points out, again with the help of a heavy dose of irony, as he parodies a priest’s call to *worship. Whereas a priest might have encouraged the people to “go to Bethel and worship; go to Gilgal and bring your sacrifices,” Amos turns this on its head when he says, “Go to Bethel and sin; go to Gilgal and sin yet more” (Amos 4:4). Once more the judgment announced at the beginning of the discourse (Amos 4:2-3) is reaffirmed at least implicitly at its end when the Israelites are called upon to prepare for a meeting with a God who is described in highly ominous terms as the one who turns dawn to darkness and treads upon the high places of the earth (Amos 4:12-13). This meeting will be necessary not least because the people had failed to respond to Yahweh’s earlier acts of judgment, which had been intended to occasion their return to him (Amos 4:6-11).




    The drama increases in the third judgment speech (Amos 5:1-17) when Amos suddenly laments Israel’s fall (Amos 5:1-3). When read in context, the text’s implication is that this is the outcome of Israel’s meeting with Yahweh, which appears to have resulted in the nation’s death. However, as we read on, the exhortation to seek God and live (Amos 5:4-6) indicates that it is not too late, and that the divine punishment might yet be averted. Yet the central part (Amos 5:7-13) of this chiastically arranged text underlines the existing crisis between Yahweh and Israel. God’s people, who pervert justice (Amos 5:7, 10, 12), commit social crimes and live a self-complacent life (Amos 5:11), are to face the creator God, whose awesome destructive powers are once again highlighted in one of the book’s hymn fragments (Amos 5:8-9). This contrast between Yahweh and his people provides the backdrop for another exhortation (Amos 5:14-15), which now admonishes the Israelites to seek good instead of *evil. If they were to do this, Yahweh might still be merciful toward at least the “remnant of Joseph.” However, the concluding part (Amos 5:16-17) suggests otherwise. Forecasting the people’s wailing in response to the divine passing through their midst, it anticipates a negative outcome to Israel’s meeting with their God.




    The ensuing “woe oracles” in Amos 5:18-27; 6:1-14 are fitting sequels to the lament in Amos 5:16-17. Again, the transition to Amos 5:18 from the preceding verse gives the impression of Amos reacting to an implied response by his addressees. The prophet’s references to Israel’s meeting with God (Amos 4:12; 5:17) triggered the people’s memory of the Day of the Lord tradition, which they understood to speak of a time when God would come to their rescue. Because they believed Yahweh to be with them (Amos 5:14), his arrival would be a glorious occasion, a day of light (Amos 5:18). But Amos turns the Day of the Lord tradition against them (Amos 5:18-20). That day, far from being a day of light, would turn out to be utter darkness. It would be a time of terror, as the prophet’s story of a person fleeing from a lion and getting away from a bear only to be bitten by a snake illustrates. Further reasons for Amos’s negative interpretation of the Day of the Lord are given in Amos 5:21-27, a passage that also explicates the consequences of that day as the people’s exile “beyond Damascus.” Here, as in Amos 4:4-5, the focus is on empty worship rituals together with a lack of concern for justice (Amos 5:21-24).




    In the second woe oracle (Amos 6:1-14) Amos once more rebukes the people’s complacency and contemptuous lifestyle, which slights “the ruin of Joseph”—that is, the ruin of the poor (Amos 6:1-7). Again Amos appears to be reacting to the audience’s objections to his message of judgment. Those who trust in their military prowess, thinking that this would help them against any threat of exile, are reminded of others who had suffered military defeat despite their assumed strength (Amos 6:2-3). The ruling classes’ attempt to “put off the evil day” thus only testifies to their self-delusion, and their excessive decadence and complacency pictured in Amos 6:4-6 will soon come to an end when, in another ironic twist, Israel’s leaders will lead their people into exile (Amos 6:7). The remainder of this extended woe oracle sees Amos struggling to convince the Israelites that Yahweh is indeed going to punish them, that the impending judgment will be of the utmost severity (Amos 6:8-11, 14), that their pride and complacency are abhorred by God (Amos 6:8, 13), and that the injustice they are guilty of is profoundly irrational and unnatural (Amos 6:12).




    The visions in Amos 7:1—8:3, together with the embedded narrative report of Amos’s clash with the priest Amaziah, which confirms the hostile attitude of Amos’s audience (Amos 7:10-17), emphasize that the punishment, while not desired by Amos, will not be averted (Amos 7:8; 8:2). Twice, having become alert to the disastrous consequences of Yahweh’s destructive actions in the first two visions, Amos had been successful in obviating the judgment by interceding on Israel’s behalf (Amos 7:2, 5). However, in the third vision (Amos 7:7-9) he is prevented from a similar course of action by the fact that there does not appear to be a picture of devastation. In fact, it seems that the significance of the third vision is not immediately clear to the prophet, and when he eventually receives an explanation, Yahweh, before spelling out the punishment, declares that he would not spare Israel again (Amos 7:8). At this point, the visions are interrupted by the story of Amos’s encounter with Amaziah (Amos 7:10-17), which appears to have been included here because Amaziah’s refusal to take Amos’s words as a divine message (compare Amos’s “then the  LORD said” in Amos 7:8 with Amaziah’s “this is what Amos is saying” in Amos 7:11) illustrates the problem that Amos had been facing all along. With the priest’s intervention, which is intended to silence the prophet, the debate between Amos and his audience intensifies. The placement of the fourth vision (Amos 8:1-3) after this interlude stresses that the priest’s attempt had been futile: God and his prophet cannot be silenced. This vision also features the climactic announcement that “the end has come upon my people Israel” (Amos 8:2).




    In another judgment speech in Amos 8:4-14 Amos revisits the exploitative practices of the rich and powerful (Amos 8:4-6) (see Wealth and Poverty), before once again focusing upon the divine judgment and its implications (Amos 8:7-14). The judgment section, which is introduced by another divine oath (Amos 8:7), returns to the notion of Yahweh’s awe-inspiring cosmic power (Amos 8:9). The theme of mourning and wailing also resurfaces (Amos 8:10), but the most striking feature is the announcement of a famine, yet not a famine of food and drink but rather of hearing the word of the Lord (Amos 8:11-13). This is poetic judgment par excellence: those who did not want to listen to Yahweh’s word when Amos proclaimed it will one day hunger and thirst for it, but in vain. Their search for the life-sustaining word of Yahweh is described in vivid colors, but all their attempts will be futile (Amos 8:12).




    The divine judgment that had been at the center of Amos’s proclamation is depicted as finally occurring in the last, climactic vision (Amos 9:1-4), in which Amos witnesses Yahweh ordering the destruction of the temple. Its fall brings about the demise of the people, and although some may be able to make an initial escape, Yahweh will track them down wherever they hide. Now Israel’s God is no longer content with his people’s exile but instead is determined to destroy them (Amos 9:4). The book’s final hymn fragment (Amos 9:5-6) underlines that no one could possibly escape from this God, who only has to touch the earth for it to melt and who can pour the waters of the sea out over the face of the earth. Now, in a last polemical flourish, Israel is denied special status altogether (Amos 9:7-8). Their exodus experience and election will not save them, as the sinful kingdom will be destroyed. It also becomes clear, however, that Israel’s end (see Amos 8:2) entails not the total annihilation of the populace but rather the demise of Israel as a national entity, and that it is “all the sinners among [God’s] people” who are the prime target of the divine judgment (Amos 9:9-10). Their identity has been revealed throughout the book in passages that talk about social injustice and hollow worship practices, but, in a fitting conclusion to the debate that Amos has been leading with his audience, the prophet emphasizes that it is the ones who had been complacent all along, thinking that “disaster will not overtake or meet us,” who are most at risk.




    An image of future restoration, agricultural abundance and security in the *land concludes the book (Amos 9:11-15). This envisaged future, contrary to J. Wellhausen’s well-known dictum that these verses offer “roses and lavender instead of blood and iron” (Wellhausen, 96), does not mitigate, let alone negate, Amos’s message of judgment. In line with a message that knows culprits and victims, hope is offered for those who are not to be counted among the sinners. From a rhetorical perspective, one might say that while the announcements of judgment provide “negative motivation” by warning the addressees not to continue with their present lifestyle, the salvation oracle in Amos 9:11-15 offers “positive motivation” by appealing to the audience’s hopes and aspirations. The book eventually closes with the words “says the LORD your God,” which is the only time that Yahweh is called “your God,” thus reinforcing the emotive impact of Amos’s final words, which seek to elicit a positive response from the prophet’s audience.




    2. Composition and Interpretation.




    The foregoing analysis of Amos’s argument is based on a rhetorical reading that engages with the final form of the text as it has come down to us and interprets the book without recourse to diachronic reflections on how the text might have come into being. This is in line with prominent developments in the study of the OT literature over the last thirty years, which have witnessed an increased focus on the study of the text’s final form that is primarily concerned with the investigation of its structure, poetics or rhetorical nature. These developments have also left their mark on Amos studies (see, e.g., Carroll R. 1992; Möller 2003). However, alongside the exploration of these new avenues, which also include studies that approach the text from various reader-centered perspectives that pay attention to the contribution made by the reader in the generation of meaning, there is an undiminished emphasis on the investigation of Amos’s composition that assumes that an adequate reading of the book must be able to relate its individual parts to their putative times of composition.




    2.1. The Composition of the Book of Amos. Modern research on Amos shows the same tendencies as the scholarly investigation of the OT prophets generally. From the 1880s to the 1920s interpreters concentrated on the innovative impetus of the prophet, understood by some as an “ethical monotheist,” whose task it was to announce the divine ethical imperative (Wellhausen). This stress often went hand in hand with a search for Amos’s ipsissima verba, the very words of the prophetic genius. From the 1920s onward form and tradition critics reversed this trend when they focused on the social and institutional settings (such as the Israelite cult or certain wisdom circles) of the speech forms used by Amos and understood the prophet largely as a transmitter of traditional theological convictions (see Form Criticism). What characterized these early approaches was their concern with the oral stages of the prophet’s words. In contrast to this earlier emphasis, redaction criticism, which emerged in the 1960s, attends to the book’s literary history and attempts to trace its stages of growth (see Editorial/Redaction Criticism). Contrary to their predecessors, who were interested in the prophet’s ipsissima verba, which were deemed to be far superior to any “secondary” or “inauthentic” additions, redaction critics reject such pejorative labels and affirm the value of contributions made by later redactors in their quest to adapt the prophetic message to changed historical circumstances.




    The beginnings of redaction-critical work on Amos can be traced back to W. Schmidt’s 1965 article, in which he argued that several passages show the influence of a Deuteronomistic redaction. Schmidt’s conclusions, which were based primarily on philological observations (i.e., on comparisons of certain phrases in Amos with the language and style of the Deuteronomists), had a significant impact on Amos studies, affecting, for instance, H. Wolff’s influential presentation of the book’s redactional growth. Wolff was the first to posit that behind the book of Amos lay a long history of literary growth, stretching from the eighth century BC down to postexilic times and leading to the book’s six redactional layers. However, since the first three stages are thought to date either to Amos’s own time or to the period immediately following his prophetic ministry, in Wolff’s redaction-critical model the majority of the book is still understood in close connection with the prophet himself.




    Wolff’s work on the redaction history of the book of Amos, though highly influential, found few supporters as such. However, it did lead to further attempts to come to terms with the book’s composition, the most notable of which has been provided by J. Jeremias, who published a series of redaction-critical studies as well as a commentary on Amos. Similarly to Wolff, he believes that the book has been continually updated in order to adapt its meaning to changed historical situations. According to Jeremias, Amos’s message therefore “can be recovered only through complicated, and in many instances only hypothetical, reconstruction” (Jeremias, 5). And he maintains that the book as we now have it in the biblical canon comes from the (late) postexilic period, having undergone a long redactional process that spanned several centuries. This, in Jeremias’s view, is highly significant for the book’s interpretation, for “the modern exegete must deal first of all with the exilic/postexilic history of transmission of Amos’ message. Any attempt to get back to earlier strata of the book, not to speak of Amos’ actual words themselves, is necessarily burdened by a (variously differing) degree of uncertainty” (Jeremias, 9).




    One of the most complex analyses of Amos’s literary growth has been provided by D. Rottzoll, who isolates no fewer than twelve redactional layers, each of which he seeks to link to its own specific historical setting. The account of redaction-critical developments up to this point might suggest that the findings have become increasingly complex, with the number of proposed redactional layers ever increasing, but it should be noted that this is not necessarily the case. Thus, for instance, A. Park has detected only three compositional layers, all three of which, he claims, have been composed during the preexilic era. Most recently, T. Hadjiev has similarly argued for a less complex scenario, suggesting that a “repentance scroll,” written in the northern kingdom, was later reworked in Judah when its message was applied to the southern kingdom. Sometime later, an independently composed “polemical scroll” was added before the resulting book was edited once more in the exilic period.




    2.2. Amos and the Redaction of the Twelve. Whereas the works surveyed above agree in their assumption that the development of the book of Amos was a self-contained process, from around the mid-1980s onwards there has been a constant flow of studies that have moved beyond the boundaries of the individual Prophetic Books in an attempt to trace the redaction history of the minor prophets, or the so-called *Book of the Twelve, as a whole. Here the assumption is that the redaction history of Prophetic Books such as Amos did not develop in isolation from the other books that make up the Twelve. Instead, it has been suggested that these books were gathered together from a fairly early stage in their development, and that subsequent editors or redactors not only left their mark on individual books, but also were engaged in redactional operations that spanned several of the books within the Twelve.




    Important stages in the investigation of the redaction history of the Twelve, which cannot be traced here in any detail, include E. Bosshard’s observation of structural similarities between Isaiah and the Twelve, which he interpreted as reflecting deliberate redactional efforts by the same tradents, and J. Nogalski’s two-volume work, which investigates redactional catchword links and proposes that two multivolume collections (i.e., a “deuteronomic corpus,” consisting of early versions of Hosea, Amos, Micah and Zephaniah, and a “Haggai-Zechariah 1—8 corpus”) eventually were combined into a “Joel layer.” This layer, dated to the fourth century BC, also included Nahum, Habakkuk, Joel, Obadiah and Malachi, while the subsequent addition of Zechariah 9—14 and Jonah at last completed the Twelve’s redaction history.




    One of the difficulties with proposals that focus on catchword links between adjacent books lies in the possibility that the order of the individual books within the Book of the Twelve may have been somewhat variable, as is indicated by a comparison of the MT with the versions found in the LXX and in 4Q76, one of the texts discovered at Qumran (see Dead Sea Scrolls). Indeed, it has been suggested that the order preserved in the LXX should be considered to reflect the original ordering of the Twelve, which, if correct, would seriously undermine many of the redaction-critical proposals that have been advanced in recent years. Finally, mention should be made of A. Schart’s study, which is of particular interest in this context because it understands the development of the Twelve as a gradual process of revisions of the book of Amos. As envisaged by Schart, the process is thought to be far more complex than the scenarios proposed by Nogalski and others in that the development of the Book of the Twelve is supposed to have gone through multiple redactional layers.




    2.3. Interpreting Amos. The redaction-critical study of Amos has made a substantial contribution to our understanding of the book. Redaction criticism represents a major advance over against earlier attempts at identifying the prophet’s ipsissima verba in assigning a more positive role to proposed redactional additions, which are no longer regarded as inauthentic and inferior. Despite redaction criticism’s interest in earlier redactional layers and the tracing of the book’s development, the canonical text is generally regarded in more positive terms in that subsequent modifications of the prophetic message are understood as legitimate endeavors to relate Amos’s words to changed historical circumstances. In addition to this positive outlook on the redactors’ work, redaction criticism’s minute attention to details has also helped to advance our understanding of Amos.




    However, perceived weaknesses in redaction-critical methodology have led to the emergence of alternative approaches that concentrate on the received text of the book of Amos rather than its assumed literary development. The ostensible presence of textual inconsistencies and intertextual verbal clues that have played a major role in redaction-critical reconstructions has been questioned by some. But perhaps more importantly, it has been pointed out that redaction criticism’s insistence that a proper understanding of the biblical books necessitates that readers are capable of relating individual passages to their presumed historical contexts, which in turn presupposes detailed knowledge not only of those contexts but also of redaction-critical methodology and findings, has had the effect of taking the Bible out of the hands of the laity. This, ironically, reverses the aspiration of the Reformation, whose heirs many redaction critics claim to be, for the Reformers were intent upon making it possible for Scripture to be understood apart from any overriding authority, which in their day and age would have referred to the church. Another serious problem with the redaction-critical approach is that historical interpretation of Amos’s redactional layers often runs counter to the perspective demanded by the text itself, as B. Childs especially has highlighted (Childs, 408). However one believes the book to have come into being, canonically it is best read as what it purports to be: the words of the prophet Amos (Amos 1:1).




    Some major commentators on Amos (e.g., F. Andersen and D. Freedman; S. Paul) have therefore largely resisted redaction-critical trends. In addition, several approaches have emerged that concentrate on Amos’s final form, seeking to elucidate the book’s poetics (Carroll R. 1992) or to apply a rhetorical-critical perspective (Möller 2003). In the former case, the book is subjected to a detailed literary analysis that pays close attention not only to formal textual mechanics, such as structural markers and rhetorical devices, but also to characterization and point of view in order to enable readers to enter the world of the text. When coupled with a theological hermeneutic, such an approach can help us to address questions such as how the representation of reality in the textual word of the book of Amos, including its depiction of the identities of God and his people, might draw modern readers of faith into the book’s “covenantal discourse” and challenge them to respond to the divine demands and guidance for life in once again very significantly changed historical situations.




    Rhetorical-critical readings (see Rhetorical Criticism) that apply a sociolinguistic model of interpretation and approach the prophetic literature as a form of social discourse understand the book’s rhetoric in suasive terms and thus seek to explicate its “art of persuasion.” Based on the classical Aristotelian conception of rhetoric and, in some cases, on the steps of rhetorical-critical analysis outlined by G. Kennedy (Kennedy, 33-38), these readings pay close attention to the rhetorical situation and the specific problem or exigency that occasioned the utterance in question. In the case of the book of Amos, it has been suggested that the presentation of the prophet struggling, and failing, to convince his eighth-century BC Israelite audience that their God would punish them for their disregard for the poor was utilized as a cautionary precedent in a subsequent Judean context, a time when Amos’s successors were for their part striving to convince their fellow Judeans of the impending divine judgment should they fail to mend their ways (Möller 2003, 119-20). The rhetorical situation influences the rhetorical choices made by the speaker or writer, such as Amos’s rhetoric of entrapment that was mentioned above in connection with the book’s oracles against the nations.




    The rhetorical situation and problem also determine the choice of rhetorical genre. In the book of Amos the judicial genre is prevalent, yet this does not necessarily reflect the author’s main purpose, as has sometimes been argued (see Kennedy, 19), but might rather be indicative of the rhetorical strategy, which is yet another aspect that has attracted scrutiny by rhetorical critics. In Amos the presence of nonjudicial rhetoric (such as rhetorical questions) and the inclusion of the prophet’s appeal to his audience’s emotions—for instance, in the warning that the divine punishment would lead to a time of lamentation and wailing (Amos 5:1-3, 16-17; 8:10)—suggest that the overarching purpose of those presenting the prophet’s debate with his Israelite audience is best described not as judicial but rather as deliberative: it is an attempt to persuade subsequent Judean readers to reexamine their own lifestyle and theological assumptions, especially regarding issues such as divine election and protection. Rhetorical critics also seek to evaluate the rhetorical effectiveness of the discourse in question, whether or to what degree the utterance is a fitting response to the exigency that prompted it. With reference to Amos, one might conclude that “at a time when, for instance, the prophet Isaiah, criticizing the Judaean elite for their social crimes and luxurious lifestyle, announced the divine judgment as a consequence of the people’s wrongdoings, the book of Amos would have been a powerful means for backing up that message” (Möller 2003, 296).




    The canonical approach developed by B. Childs and those following in his footsteps similarly focuses on Amos’s final form (see Canonical Criticism). While acknowledging that the book is the result of complex literary developments, the stance endorsed by proponents of this approach is one in which the interpreter identifies with the perspective suggested by the text itself. Childs illustrates this with reference to the salvation oracle in Amos 9:11-15. Whereas redaction critics tend to regard this passage as a commentary on the *exile, a reality that the redactor had already experienced, in Amos 9 both the threatened *destruction and exile and the promise of the nation’s subsequent restoration are in fact presented as future events. It is for this and similar reasons that Childs arrived at the conclusion, already alluded to above, that redaction-critical readings (Childs refers specifically to Wolff’s approach) often run counter to the perspective demanded by the biblical text itself (Childs, 408).




    It probably is fair to say that the last two decades have seen some greater awareness among Western biblical scholars of the contribution made to the study of the book of Amos by those who understand themselves as reading “from the margins” or “from below,” from the perspective of marginalized groups throughout the world. These are intentionally contextual readings (although it is now more widely acknowledged and understood that any reading is determined to a large extent by the context in which it originates) that approach the biblical text out of a deep desire to redress injustices endured because of race or gender and all too frequently legitimated by the biblical interpretation of those in power. A helpful introduction to these readings that is still reasonably up-to-date has been provided by M. Carroll R., who refers to African American, Hispanic American, *feminist and womanist perspectives and looks at ideological critique of Amos, ecological readings and interpretations from Africa and Latin America (Carroll R. 2002, 53-72) (see Hermeneutics).




    Some of these readings have found in Amos’s “alternative imagination” an ally “that persuades the reader that ultimate power, far from being ‘a monopoly of throne and temple,’ remains with Amos’s God” (García-Treto, 124) or “a model dissenting voice to what appears to have been the prevailing way of thinking about Israel’s divine election,” a voice that “criticizes the hegemonic interpretation of what it meant to be God’s elect people” (Weems, 222). Others, adopting a hermeneutics of suspicion, have been critical of the way the poor are “gendered” in Amos and of the book’s apparent lack of concern with the lamentable fate of poor women in eighth-century BC Israel (Sanderson). It is, however, instructive to note M. Carroll R.’s observation that “the level of suspicion argued by First World scholars does not find an echo in the Two-Thirds World” (Carroll R. 2002, 67), where the book of Amos tends to be received as an encouragement and an inspiration by liberationists committed to social change.




    3. Theology.




    Since the early part of the twentieth century there has been a strong tendency to regard the prophet Amos as the messenger of an inescapable and all-inclusive divine punishment. Yet this has not gone uncontested, as others have rejected what has been described as the construal of the prophet as the messenger of a nation-murdering God, maintaining that Amos’s proclamation aimed at *repentance rather than the announcement of an inexorable disaster. More recently, the application of sociolinguistic approaches such as rhetorical criticism and speech-act theory has gone some way toward overcoming the aforementioned dichotomy by demonstrating that prophetic judgment oracles, by their very nature, evoke the possibilities of ineluctable doom and of mercy invoked by repentance (see Möller 2001).




    Discussions of Amos’s theology, such as those alluded to above, have tended to focus on the theology of the prophet Amos rather than on the theological contribution made by the book bearing his name. Moreover, the understanding that Amos’s theology is restricted to an unconditional announcement of divine punishment goes hand in hand with judgments regarding the inauthenticity or secondary nature of passages, such as the calls to seek God in Amos 5:4-6, 14-15 and the salvation oracle in Amos 9:11-15, which seem to contradict the prophet’s categorical proclamation of judgment by offering some rays of hope. Of course, a different picture emerges once it is admitted that prophetic oracles of judgment are genuinely open to the two possibilities of ineluctable doom and of mercy invoked by repentance. In this case, glimpses of hope and salvation are no longer as incompatible and out of place as is frequently maintained.




    Yet another situation arises with the focus shifting to the theology of the book of Amos, although in this case too there are at least two principal avenues along which to proceed. One is the route taken by redaction criticism, which concentrates on the gradual development of the emerging book’s theology. This has been traced in a variety of ways, but the general principle is that each subsequent version needs to be understood as a theological response to the specific time of its composition or redaction. As noted above, some redaction-critical proposals envisage highly complex scenarios involving several stages in the development of the book and thus also its theology. To illustrate this with a simple example, redaction critics generally maintain that the theologies of the book’s earlier versions did not include the message of hope and salvation now found in Amos 9:11-15, and that this was introduced only during the final stage of its development by exilic or postexilic redactors whose theology once again reflects and responds to the exigencies of their own situation.




    Another approach to the discussion of Amos’s theology is to focus on the book’s final form. Although redaction criticism also eventually arrives at this, for other scholars Amos’s canonical text has been the focal point throughout. From such a perspective, a “full” theological reading entails not only an awareness of the prophet’s condemnation of the social injustice prevalent in Israelite society and the attendant threat of the forthcoming divine judgment; it also includes an appreciation of Amos’s vision of a restored people who, at some stage in their future, will once again enjoy life in the land under the divine blessing. Other theological emphases appear in, for instance, the oracles against foreign nations (Amos 1—2), which highlight God’s sovereign control over the entire world and his resolve to hold the nations accountable for their inhumane war crimes, and in the book’s hymn fragments (Amos 4:13; 5:8-9; 9:5-6) with their focus on God’s awesome power displayed in creation and de-creation.




    As regards contemporary engagement with Amos’s theology, special attention should be drawn to Latin American theologies of liberation, for which the book of Amos has been a highly inspirational text. Interpreting it out of their own concrete political, economic and social circumstances, such readings have discovered a great sense of affinity between those conditions and the world depicted in the biblical text. And this affinity has enabled liberationist interpreters to appropriate Amos’s message in their desire to modify prevailing political and economic realities and construct a society characterized by solidarity with the poor and marginalized and “sacrificial service in the struggle to eradicate oppression” (Carroll R. 1992, 19).




    4. Place in the Canon.




    As noted above, recent redaction-critical scholarship has devoted considerable effort to the investigation of Amos’s place in the Book of the Twelve, not only historically but also in terms of its literary links with other parts of the Twelve. Redaction critics have paid particular attention to literary echoes, such as that of Joel 3:16a (MT 4:16a) in Amos 1:2, which are commonly regarded as deliberate redactional linkages aimed at juxtaposing the two prophetic writings. While these observations have led to a variety of suppositions concerning the development of the book of the Twelve, they also are profitably employed in a canonical reading of the text that seeks to interpret Amos in the light of its place in the biblical canon. However, such a canonical perspective is not confined to perceived literary links but seeks also to read the entire book of Amos against the wider context provided by the canon, beginning with the Book of the Twelve but also considering, in turn, the prophetic corpus more generally, the OT as a whole and, ultimately, the full biblical canon consisting of OT and NT.




    From such a canonical viewpoint, Amos’s message of judgment can be fruitfully compared with, for instance, a text such as Habakkuk 1:12-17. For whereas one prophet, Amos, can readily and unproblematically announce a divine judgment in the form of an enemy invasion, Habakkuk, by raising the question of theodicy that such an enemy attack elicits, offers an intriguing canonical counterperspective. In the wider outlook afforded by the canon of the OT and regardless of how the historical relationship between the prophets and the Torah is construed, Amos is portrayed as presupposing some of the stipulations found in the Torah (see Law). Examples of this include the regulations regarding a garment taken in pledge (Ex 22:26), which are referred to in Amos 2:8, and the instructions concerning the remains of an animal mangled by wild beasts (Ex 22:13), which inform Amos’s ironic statement about rescue in Amos 3:12. From a canonical viewpoint, such passages present the prophet as an interpreter and an enforcer of the divine instructions contained in the Torah. Another link between Amos and the Torah has been seen in the book’s utilization of the language of the pentateuchal curses and blessings in its numerous judgment speeches and the salvation oracle in Amos 9:11-15 (see Stuart, xxxi-xlii).




    Canonical links between the NT and the book of Amos are most readily perceived in the two quotations found in the book of Acts. In Acts 7:42-43 Amos 5:25-27 is interpreted as a reference to Israel’s idolatry during the time in the wilderness, whereas in Acts 15:13-18 James reapplies the rebuilding of David’s fallen booth (Amos 9:11-12) to God forming a new people for himself from among the Gentiles. But it would be wrong to give the impression that a canonical reading is dependent upon direct quotations. In the pages of the NT allusions to the OT abound at many different levels, beckoning us to read one in the light of the other. A general illustration of this is the ministry of Jesus, whose praxis and eschatological message about the kingdom of God evince clear links with the OT prophets. Another example concerns certain statements in the letter of James regarding the luxurious lifestyle of the rich and their oppression of the poor (Jas 2:6-7; 5:1-6), which clearly are influenced by the language of the OT prophets generally and perhaps some of Amos’s speeches in particular.




    See also Day of the Lord; Social Justice; Twelve, Book of the.
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    ANCIENT NEAR EASTERN PROPHECY




    One of the most exciting changes in the study of prophecy in the Hebrew Bible in the last thirty years is the realization that other ancient Near Eastern cultures also knew prophecy, just as there were prophets in Israel. Not only do they know of people who occasionally were inspired to speak in a deity’s name, but also there were “professional” prophets, people recognized as regularly speaking in the name of a deity. This article focuses on those individuals in the ancient Near East who were “professional” prophets and, therefore, whose social and religious role is directly comparable to that of the Israelite nābîʾ.




    1. The Corpora




    2. Terminology




    3. Comparison of Prophecy in the Hebrew Bible and in the Ancient Near East




    1. The Corpora.




    Most texts come from two large archives: the royal archive from Old Babylonian Mari (eighteenth century BC) and the Neo-Assyrian state archives (seventh century BC). Some of the texts preserve oracles transmitted in letters by governors and priests to their king; other texts are administrative documents that attest to the existence of prophets even when we do not have oracular material. In addition, there are some Aramaic inscriptions from Transjordan. Prophecy as such is usually not identified in Egyptian, Ugaritic and Hittite sources, but a number of recent studies have challenged this consensus. Recent English translations of virtually all ancient Near Eastern prophetic texts can be found in Nissinen 2003c. Some, but not all, of the texts are also available in ANET 449-55, 604-7.




    1.1. Old Babylonian/Mari. The royal archives from Mari were found in excavations of Tell Hariri on the Euphrates in Eastern Syria close to the Syrian-Iraqi border in the first half of the twentieth century. There are about fifty administrative letters containing reports of prophetic oracles written by high officials such as governors and addressed to the king, most of them to King Zimri-Lim, but a few also to Yasmaḫ-Addu, his predecessor. The first text was published in 1950, but most texts have recently been edited by J.-M. Durand and D. Charpin. There are also other administrative texts, such as lists of expenses, which show that prophets were provided for by the royal administration. Most oracles contained in the letters are concerned with cultic provisions for various temples and military matters, and they include some criticism of the king’s behavior. There are also one to two texts each from Ishchali (Ellis 1987), Uruk (van Dijk) and Kish (Dalley).




    1.2. Neo-Assyrian State Archives. The Neo-Assyrian state archives have been known for over a century, and the so-called Sammeltafeln (tablets collecting several oracles) were first published in 1889 by A. Delattre. Despite the obvious similarities between these texts and some biblical passages, few Hebrew Bible scholars took note of them until their reedition in 1997 by S. Parpola. In addition to the two Sammeltafeln, there is one adê (“covenant”)-tablet, several tablets containing a single oracle, a few letters containing quoted oracles, and administrative documents attesting to prophets, most of which are published in Nissinen 1998b.




    1.3. Aramaic Inscriptions. There are three *Aramaic inscriptions with prophetic content: the Deir ʿAlla inscription (750-650 BC), the Zakkur inscription (805-775 BC) and the Amman citadel inscription (late ninth century BC).




    1.3.1. Deir ʿAlla. The Deir ʿAlla inscription contains an oracle of doom by Balaam bar Beor, the ḥ[z]h ʾlhn (“seer of the gods”). This inscription recently has been interpreted as an indication that not all ancient Near Eastern prophecy was positive for the king (Blum; Williamson). There can be little doubt that the archival nature of ancient Near Eastern evidence for prophecy has a bias toward supportive messages, and that negative oracles were not preserved; however, they did presumably occur, as indicated by SAA 16 59, a letter to the king in which it is reported that a female slave prophesied in support of a rival pretender to the throne. The oracle preserved in the Deir ʿAlla inscription is a literary narrative creation, and in its depiction of an apocalyptic future it is more akin to Egyptian literary predictive texts such as the so-called Prophecy of Neferti than prophetic oracles preserved in Akkadian texts or in the Hebrew Bible. It also shows that the genre “predictive text” was known in Transjordan, close to Israel, in the early eighth century BC.




    1.3.2. Zakkur. The Zakkur inscription is a royal inscription by King Zakkur of Hamath. In the text he thanks his god Baʿal-Šamen for rescuing him from Bar Hadad II, who had laid siege to Zakkur. According to the inscription, Baʿal-Šamen answered [b]yd ḥzyn wbyd ʿddn (“through seers and messengers”) and it contains the classical “fear not” formula of salvation oracles from Neo-Assyrian and biblical texts (Nissinen 2003b). The term ʿddn, plural of ʿdd, comparable to biblical Hebrew ʿdd in 2 Chronicles 15:1; 28:9, is difficult to translate (Barstad 2003).




    1.3.3. Amman Citadel. The Amman Citadel inscription is difficult to decipher, and so it is unclear whether it is intended as recording an oracle from Milkom or as a narrative about the beneficiary deeds of that deity. Despite the argument that if these words are Milkom’s, they must be prophecy (Sasson), it is unclear whether this oracle is prophetic or was gained by more technical means (see 2.4 below the question of technical versus intuitive divination).




    1.4. Corpora in Which the Existence of Prophecy Is Disputed (Egypt, Ugarit, Hittites, Ebla, Emar).




    1.4.1. Egypt. For most of the twentieth century, there has been a consensus that the socioreligious phenomenon “prophecy” did not exist in Egypt. Instead, there are several texts that could be regarded as falling into the category “literary predictive texts” (Ellis 1989): the Prophecy of Neferti and the Admonitions of Ipu-Wer. There is also the story of Wenamun, the Egyptian official sent to Byblos to buy wood who, during his adventures, encounters prophets (Schipper). Apart from the travelogue told by Wenamun, none of these texts explicitly includes a human intermediary from a deity to a human addressee, which is one of the requirements according to the standard definition of prophecy (Weippert, 289-90; Nissinen 2004). Either, like in Neferti, the human is portrayed as a wise man who knows the future or, like in the Memphis and Karnak stelae, the deity speaks directly to the royal addressee. This led N. Shupak to come forward with her interpretation of these religious specialists as wise men (Shupak 1990; 2006, #3063).




    More recently, two approaches have reassessed the use of the Egyptian texts for the study of prophecy in the Hebrew Bible and in ancient Israel. J. Hilber (2012; forthcoming) has attempted to find evidence for prophetic activity in victory inscriptions. As with Mesopotamian inscriptions, it is always possible that words ascribed to deities in inscriptions result from prophetic activity, but any other form of *divination can also be their source. The other approach regards Egyptian literary texts as appropriate comparative material to prophecy in the Hebrew Bible precisely because they are literary productions; Egyptian and biblical texts are, to a large extent, representatives of the genre “literary predictive texts” (Grabbe, 86-87; Scurlock; Weeks).




    The only Egyptian text that may go back to the socioreligious phenomenon “prophecy” is Wenamun, the story of an Egyptian official on a rather adventurous journey to Byblos to acquire timber for the Amun-Re temple at Karnak. Everything that could go wrong on his journey does go wrong: his money is stolen, and he is even arrested. Wenamun’s fortunes change only when a person referred to as ʿdd ʿ3 appears and, while in trance, announces a divine decree to let Wenamun go. The term ʿdd ʿ3 is extremely rare (only here and in P. Berlin 10494) and is now mostly translated as “ecstatic” because of the similarities with Aramaic ʿdd. Whether or not this text is fictitious, the person who goes into ecstasy is not Egyptian, but Phoenician. Thus, if this Egyptian text is read as an example of prophecy, it should be taken not as Egyptian prophecy but rather as Levantine prophecy.




    1.4.2. Ugarit. Recently, N. Wyatt suggested that an episode in the Keret epic (KTU 1.15 ii 17-iii 19) should be understood as a prophetic oracle. However, in that text El talks directly to Keret rather than going through an intermediary, rather like in many ancient Near Eastern dreams.




    1.4.3. Hittites. It is unclear whether the Hittite term LÚ DINGIRlim-ni-an-za-ma (“ecstatic man of god”) should be translated as prophet as suggested by R. Beal. The most promising context for finding out its significance is in the Second Plague Prayer by Muršili II: “Let me either see it in a dream, or let it be established through an oracle, or let an ‘ecstatic man of god’ declare it.” G. Beckman points to 1 Samuel 28:6, where the same order (dreams, oracles, prophets) occurs, and therefore he translates the Hittite term as “prophet.” This may well be justified, but the data does not provide any further information as to how these “prophets” operated, and “unfortunately no examples of their utterances survive” (Beal, 381). Additionally, the term “man of the Storm-god” occurs in Middle Hittite rituals denoting a priest who introduces the king to the deity but who does not seem to perform any divinatory functions (Taggar-Cohen, 248-70).




    1.4.4. Ebla. In 1976 G. Pettinato claimed that he had found two classes of prophets in texts from twenty-fourth century BC Ebla, the maḫḫû and the nabiʾutum. In 1977 Pettinato modified this to nabî and maḫḫû, citing TM.75 G.428 and 1860. The second of the two texts was already well known to the scholarly public, as Pettinato previously had claimed that it contained reference to Sodom and Gomorrah. Pettinato later admitted that this tablet is a metallurgical text and does not contain references to Sodom and Gomorrah or prophets (Archi, 151-52). Despite this, references to prophecy at Ebla can still be found in modern scholarly literature. While it is impossible to prove that prophecy did not exist in Ebla, we can confidently say that no evidence of it, textual or otherwise, has reached us today.




    1.4.5. Emar. The textual evidence for the existence of prophecy at Emar is somewhat stronger but by no means conclusive. The root nbʾ is attested in two professional titles, *nabû and *munabbiātu, in the following four texts: Emar 373:97’, 379:11-12, 383:10’ and 406:5’ (Arnaud 1986; 1987). D. Fleming (1993a; 1993b; 1993c) adduced these titles, and the isolated occurrence of the nabī ša Ḫanameš in a text from Mari (ARM 26 216), arguing for an active etymology of Hebrew nābî, for which he was criticized by J. Huehnergard (for Fleming’s response, see Fleming 2004). Because the Mari text is often understood as referring to prophecy, Fleming and others regard the Emar occurrence as referring to prophecy too. However, it is by no means certain that this Mari text refers to prophecy; the context and the language of ARM 26 216 suggest technical divination but do not rule out the possibility of intuitive divination/prophecy. The usage of the verb  in Emar suggests the invocation of deities/ancestors, and it is therefore likely that the two related nominal forms nabī and *munabbiātu are also related to ancestor worship (Stökl forthcoming b). As in the case of Ebla, it is impossible to prove that prophecy did not exist in Emar, but no evidence for its potential existence survived.




    2. Terminology.




    Much research has focused on understanding the professional titles used in prophetic texts from Mari and the Neo-Assyrian Empire. The title muḫḫûm/maḫḫû (fem. muḫḫūtum/maḫḫūtu) is used in both corpora. The term āpilum (fem. āpiltum) occurs only in the Mari texts, while raggimu (fem. raggintu) is used exclusively in Neo-Assyrian texts. Prophecy is one of the few religious professions in the ancient Near East that is performed by men and women and for whom the same terms are used (albeit in masculine and feminine forms). Unlike in most other religious professions, there do not appear to be any differences between male and female prophets (Stökl 2010).




    2.1. muḫḫûm/maḫḫû. The muḫḫûm (“ecstatic”; Neo-Assyrian maḫḫû), an ecstatic cult official, is attested throughout Mesopotamian history, mostly unrelated to prophecy. Because at Mari they mostly occur in letters in which they transmit divine messages, most scholars believe that the muḫḫûm is a professional “prophet.” However, it is unclear whether this is in fact the case. It is possible that the term refers to a specific kind of cult ecstatic, similar to, for example, the zabbu, close to whom the muḫḫûm appears in lexical lists. This in turn raises the question of what we mean when we use the term prophet: is it the socioreligious role or the technical term for a profession? If we mean the former, then some individual muḫḫûms are prophets; but the term is not a technical one for a professional prophet.




    2.2. The āpilum and the raggimu. The āpilum is the technical term for a prophet in the Old Babylonian period. It used to be translated as “answerer,” but the better translation “spokesperson” is gaining ground (Merlo; van der Toorn 1998, 60). The Neo-Assyrian equivalent of the Old Babylonian āpilum is the raggimu (“shouter”). While it is generally assumed that they are employed in temples, it is significantly less clear than normally assumed. They are the “spokespeople” of a deity, and in the case of Mari prophecy, they often, but by no means always, speak in temples. But, as ARM 26 199 shows, royal officials send the āpilum Lupaḫum to a number of different temples, implying that he is working for the royal administration. It seems that some prophets, maybe even many prophets, had some form of an association with a temple, but that they were not required to have such a connection. Significantly, the same is also true for other professional diviners in the ancient Near East.




    2.3. Prophecy and Gender. There is a debate on the involvement of people with third-gender in prophecy in the ancient Near East. Here, “gender” is used to describe the social role performed by people—that is, the question is whether they behave like men or women, rather than their biological sex. At Mari three religious professionals called assinnu are reported to be involved in prophecy. Elsewhere, particularly in texts from the first millennium, assinnu are described as men whom the goddess (Ishtar) had turned into women (Henshaw). The assinnu were cult performers who were ecstatic and danced, as did other cult “ecstatics,” such as the zabbu and probably the muḫḫûm. It is argued that because the assinnu performed an ambiguous gender role, ambiguous gender performance is common in prophetic people, particularly in the Neo-Assyrian period (Parpola; Huffmon; Nissinen forthcoming). There is ample evidence for assinnu in the Neo-Assyrian period; however, they never prophesy. The Neo-Assyrian evidence for gender ambiguity consists of three peculiar spellings in SAA 9 1 (texts 1, 4, 5) that leave open the possibility that the writer may have been attempting to write ambiguous gender performance of three prophets. This is, however, extremely unclear. In my view, it is difficult to defend the thesis that gender ambiguity is well established on the basis of one tablet, which can be interpreted in various ways. While it is impossible to disprove that people with ambiguous gender were involved in prophecy, there is equally little to suggest that prophecy was a particularly prominent occupation with ambiguous gender (Stökl forthcoming a; Zsolnay).




    2.4. Divination and Prophecy. Deuteronomy 13; 18 condemn divination. The study of prophecy in Mesopotamia, however, has shown that far from being opposed to technical forms of divination, prophecy is an integral part of the system of divination there; it is one of the ways in which the human king (and others) has access to information from the divine sphere (Nissinen 2000). It is therefore better to classify prophecy as one of the many forms of divination, where “divination” refers to all manner of communication with the divine with the aim of finding out the will of a deity. With this terminology, prophecy is an “intuitive” form of divination, while the reading of entrails, for example, is one of the technical forms of divination. This terminology has the benefit of explaining the similarities between various forms of divination while still allowing for differences between them (Nissinen 2010b; Grabbe, 150-51; Pongratz-Leisten).




    3. Comparison of Prophecy in the Hebrew Bible and in the Ancient Near East.




    3.1. Criticism of the King. One of the major features of biblical prophecy is the radically critical encounter of prophecy and king. There is no direct evidence for such meetings from anywhere in the nonbiblical material. Some of this absence can be explained by the nature of the sources: the nonbiblical sources come mostly from royal archives and royal inscriptions, while the biblical text could be classified, at least in parts, as protest literature. Royal archives are unlikely to preserve messages critical of a king in particular and human kingship in general. Some criticism of the king’s actions in particular instances can be found in the Mari letters. Additionally, in a Neo-Assyrian letter (SAA 16 59) an incident is quoted in which a female slave prophesied in favor of a pretender to the throne. Though not critical toward kingship in general, this letter shows that prophecies against the king were delivered. It is only through the accident of preservation that they do not survive (Nissinen 1998a; 2003a).




    3.2. Prophecies of Doom, Salvation Oracles and the Function of Prophecy/Divination. Most ancient Near Eastern prophecy is in support of the king, with a significant focus on legitimizing the rule of a new king (Dalley). One common form of oracle is the promise of support against enemies both without and within, similar to, for example, Isaianic promises of divine support for Judah. On the basis of such similarities, some scholars recently have argued that Israelite prophecy, as seen in Isaiah, presumably followed the same model: they mostly gave salvation oracles in favor of the king. It is true that most preserved oracles from nonbiblical sources are positive for the king and can very well be compared to salvation and victory oracles (van der Toorn 1987). However, they also knew more critical forms of oracles. E. Blum and H. Williamson have pointed to the Deir Alla inscription to show that ancient Near Eastern prophets were capable of pronouncing oracles of doom as well as salvation oracles. It certainly is to be expected that prophets, just like other diviners, occasionally pronounced oracles of doom. These should not, however, be understood as oracles of unconditional doom, but rather as oracles that attempt to cause a change of behavior by warning the king that otherwise the announced catastrophe will take place (Tiemeyer). This may indicate that biblical oracles of doom should be understood as conditional as well. Interpreted in that way, Amos does not announce the destruction of the northern kingdom, but rather that it will be destroyed unless the ruling classes mend their ways. Mesopotamian omen literature is full of omens that announce the destruction of the capital, the state, the death of the king and other such catastrophes. Their purpose was to warn the addressee of the outcome if nothing was done to change the conditions. When oracles occurred that supported a rival king, as in the example given above (SAA 16 59), it appears that they could be taken as “false prophecy” (Nissinen 1996).




    3.3. Cultic Prophecy. Ever since S. Mowinckel’s magisterial study on Psalms, there has been the consensus that cultic prophecy existed in Israel, and most scholars find it in the ancient Near Eastern sources as well (Hilber 2005) (see Liturgy and Cult). With regard to the ancient Near Eastern texts, many oracles occur in temples, and the muḫḫû/maḫḫû (pl.) are active participants of the temple cult. Currently, the consensus view is that there was cultic prophecy in the ancient Near East. Many oracles are said to have occurred within the temple. However, if by “cultic prophecy” we mean prophecy that occurred within the temple cult, the evidence base consists of the Eštar-ritual texts from Old Babylonian Mari (FM 3 2 and 3), and even that is far from clear (Durand and Guichard 1997). One of the two texts stipulates that if the muḫḫû “go into trance” (immaḫû), the musicians will play a certain melody. The verb māḫû (“to rave”) is translated there by supporters of cultic prophecy as “to prophesy” rather than with its normal meaning. The evidence for professional prophecy within the cult in the ancient Near East is very slim indeed and depends on how one translates the verb māḫû, either with its normal meaning or with a special meaning for this text. It appears instead that the Old Babylonian muḫḫû and his Neo-Assyrian counterpart fall within another class of cult ecstatics within Mesopotamian religion.




    Another issue that comes up in these two texts (FM 3 2 and 3) is the connection between prophecy and music. Although the OT Prophetic Books are silent on the matter, 2 Kings 3:15 shows a clear link between prophecy and music. The question, however, is not only whether music and prophecy occur in the same text, but also whether there is some form of functional link between them. Although 2 Kings 3:15 is fairly clear on the issue, in the two texts from Mari this link is less clear. In FM 3 3 the musicians are supposed to play a ritual lament when the cult ecstatics do not go into trance. In FM 3 2 it appears that the opposite is the case: the musicians play the lament only if the ecstatic has gone into trance. Both texts breaks off immediately afterwards. This indicates that while there is temporal connection between ecstasy and music in Mari, there is no proof that music is used to induce prophetic trance.




    3.4. The Literary Production of Literary Predictive and Prophetic Texts. M. de Jong argued that the Neo-Assyrian Sammeltafeln present us with something of an intermediate stage between the individual oracle by a prophet and literary predictive texts as found in Egypt and Mesopotamia (de Jong, 395-442). Further, since it is not always clear whether a divine utterance that is cited in Neo-Assyrian royal inscriptions and elsewhere is the result of prophecy or more technical forms of divination—that is, from a form-critical perspective they can look identical—the literary reflexes of various forms of divination become very difficult to distinguish.




    At Mari the following procedure appears to have been at work: a prophet pronounces an oracle in front of a governor or an important priest, or it is reported to them and they include it in their regular report to the king. A. Schart identified Mari letters in which a governor reports two oracles to the king as an early stage in the production of literary prophetic texts. It is true that some reports combine several oracles in a larger text, but administrative letters often report several events. The Neo-Assyrian Sammeltafeln are a better example of the early stages adding several prophetic oracles in one physically continuous text. From the Neo-Assyrian Empire, we can see that if the oracle was deemed useful to preserve, they kept it on an individual tablet in the archive. At some point, several oracles were combined and written down on a Sammeltafel. It is likely that these Sammeltafeln were then used as source material in the composition of royal inscriptions. Indeed, the letters reporting an individual oracle are themselves already literary products and should be read as such. This does not mean that the oracles that they contain are fabricated; to the contrary, it simply means that they were written down after the fact. It is likely that similar processes took place in Israel and Judah as well (see Writing and Prophecy).




    3.5. General Assessment. Research on ancient Near Eastern prophecy has proven to be very influential for the study of prophecy in the Hebrew Bible, particularly in providing paradigms of how prophecy was integrated into society. Prophecy was common in the ancient Near East, and therefore prophecy should no longer be regarded as confined to Israel. At the same time, there is no evidence that ancient Near Eastern prophecy ever fundamentally questioned the monarchy. Some social criticism can be found (Nissinen 2003a). Much of the difference can be explained by pointing out that the evidence for ancient Near Eastern prophecy that we have comes from royal archives, whereas in the Hebrew Bible we find also the evidence of circles that were critical of the establishment. The longer time period that the OT Prophetic Books could grow explains the lack of genres such as the prophetic novel. The similarity of the underlying socioreligious phenomenon can also be seen in the use of the expression “thus say DN” in both corpora (Nissinen 2010a). Through studying nonbiblical ancient Near Eastern prophetic texts we gain a control in our (re)constructions of prophecy in ancient Israel and Judah, and they enable modern readers to better appreciate ancient societies’ views on communication with the divine (Barstad 2000).




    See also Divination, Magic; Liturgy and Cult; Prophecy, History of; Prophecy and Society; Social-Scientific Approaches; Writing and Prophecy.
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    ANGELS, MESSENGERS, HEAVENLY BEINGS




    The Prophetic Books are distinguished from other biblical literature in at least two ways with respect to the subject of the angelic realm. On the one hand, unlike many narrative texts in the OT, most texts in the prophets tend to ignore any direct contemporary activity of angels in human affairs. On the other hand, there are a few select texts in the prophets, specifically texts associated with later apocalyptic literature, in which contemporary angelic activity becomes not just prominent but central.
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    1. Defining Angelic Functions and Roles.




    Angelic roles widely attested in the Bible are found also in the prophets, even if there are but few examples. The protection and rescue of God’s people from calamity (cf. Gen 48:16; Num 20:16; Ps 91:11-12) occurs in the case of Daniel in the lion’s den (Dan 6:22) and the three young men in the blazing furnace (Dan 3:28). An extension of this role, the destruction of God’s enemies (cf. 2 Sam 24:15-17; 1 Chron 21:14-27; 2 Kings 19:35), occurs when 185,000 Assyrian soldiers are slain in one night (Is 37:36) and when the population of Jerusalem is decimated in judgment (Ezek 9:1-11). The angelic praise and adoration of God (Job 38:7; Ps 29:1-2; 148:2; Neh 9:6) surfaces when seraphim extol God’s holiness in Isaiah’s presence (Is 6:3).




    The English word angel does not correlate easily with any Hebrew word, for the English word unequivocally refers to a supernatural being with unspecified duties in God’s service. This word, however, derives from Greek angelos (“messenger”), referring to an individual, human or divine, having the focused task of communicating a message long-distance from one party to another (Meier 1988). Because the Hebrew (and Aramaic) word malʾāk was a precise semantic counterpart to the Greek word, there are at least two fundamental shifts in meaning that complicate our reading of the activity of these supernatural creatures when they appear in the Prophetic Books.




    On the one hand, the English word angel means less than the Hebrew term malʾāk. In English its reference is confined to the supernatural world, and if we apply the word to humans, we do so only metaphorically (“You are such an angel”). In contrast, one-third of all references to malʾākîm in prophetic and apocalyptic books are to humans, where the term is translated not as “angel” but rather as “messenger” or “ambassador” (Is 14:32; 18:2; 30:4; 33:7; 37:9, 14; Jer 27:3; Ezek 17:15; 23:16, 40; 30:9; Nah 2:13; Hag 1:13; Mal 2:7). The Hebrew term’s broad reference thus may result in ambiguity if the context does not make it clear if a human is in view (e.g., is the malʾāk whom God sends in Mal 1:1 a human “messenger” or a supernatural “angel”?).




    The many references to human malʾākîm underscore, on the other hand, how the English word angel also means much more than the Hebrew term malʾāk, for the latter narrowly focuses the activities of these human messengers: the transmission of verbal messages over a substantial distance from one party to another. Since the word malʾāk simply means “messenger” (general Semitic root lʾk [“to send”]), it is clear that the primary task of a supernatural malʾāk in early Hebrew was to relay messages from God to humans, unlike “angels” in English, whose tasks encompass all activities that God may delegate to the members of his supernatural entourage. Thus, although cherubim and seraphim are commonly assumed in contemporary culture to be angels, it would be a misnomer in biblical Hebrew (and early Greek) to call them malʾākîm (or angeloi) “messengers”: the bizarre appearances of such creatures immediately disqualify them from ever being sent by God with a message to humans. It is only in later Hebrew and Greek (and English) that the terms malʾāk and angelos, through the natural evolution of language, extended their meaning to encompass all supernatural beings in God’s employ. It is misleading to read this later, broader meaning back into the biblical text.




    2. Mediating God’s Message.




    Given, then, the precise significance of Hebrew malʾāk as “messenger” (supernatural or human), it is noteworthy how rarely supernatural messengers are identified by this term in prophetic and apocalyptic books of the OT. The prophets do speak of the activity of supernatural creatures in Israel’s past, such as the one that wrestled with Jacob (Hos 12:3-4; cf. Gen 32:24-32) or the one that protected Israel through the wilderness sojourn (Is 63:9; cf. Ex 23:20-23). But nearly half of all occurrences of the word in the Prophetic Books, and most of the occurrences that refer to supernatural creatures, appear in the book of Zechariah. There the word usually refers to a supernatural creature that dialogues with this prophet in a series of night visions that reveal what God is doing among the nations and for Judah. The backbone of the first six chapters of this book (Zech 1:8—6:8) is a retelling of Zechariah’s perception of, and dialogue with, a variety of supernatural creatures, some of which are explicitly identified as malʾākîm. Zechariah carries on a sustained dialogue with one supernatural messenger characteristically identified in strikingly unusual Hebrew as the “angel who was speaking with me” (hammalʾāk haddōbēr bî [Zech 1:9, 13, 14, 19; 2:3; 4:1 ,4, 5; 5:5, 10; 6:4]). This angel answers questions, asks questions, makes explanations, and dialogues with God (Zech 1:13).




    This exceptional encounter between Zechariah and a supernatural messenger (malʾāk) from God is explicable from the very nature of the prophetic office. When information is provided about the source of their proclamations, the classical prophets are presented as receiving their messages directly from God, unmediated by any other creatures (e.g., Is 6:8; Jer 1:9; Ezek 1:1—3:11; Hos 1:2-9; Amos 7:1—8:2; Hab 2:1-2). The classical prophets had direct access to God, participating with other supernatural beings in the divine council where God’s decrees originated (e.g., Is 6:1-9; Jer 23:18-22; Amos 3:7; cf. 1 Kings 22:19-23), rendering superfluous any messenger relay between God and his prophet. As time progressed, however, prophetic literature portrays the prophet gradually losing his place on the *divine council (Meier 2009, 19-62). With the rise of *apocalyptic literature, of which the book of Zechariah is a harbinger, God’s message is relayed to humans indirectly by angelic intermediaries (e.g., 1 En. 19:1; 72:1; 4 Ezra 4:1; 5:31; T. Levi 2:6-9; Apoc. Zeph. 3:1; 11:3). Thus, in the book of Ezekiel God’s voice is heard throughout, even though angels begin to provide revelation in Ezekiel 40—42. In the book of Daniel the voice of God is never heard, and it is angels who do any explaining of God’s future plans for the world.




    3. “Angel of the LORD.”




    In the same way that the Hebrew term malʾāk (“messenger”) is limited in its appearance in the Prophetic Books, an “angel of the LORD” is also a designation that generally is not significant for the prophets, a phrase appearing only in Isaiah and Zechariah of a supernatural creature. The identical phrase, “angel of LORD,” is applied as a legitimate title for the prophet Haggai (Hag 1:13) and priests (Mal 2:7) as individuals who relay God’s word to humans, so once again it is not clear that the very presence of the title indicates a peculiar and distinctive creature of exalted status. On the contrary, the OT knows of no uniquely privileged being, “the angel of the LORD,” a perspective similar to what continues in the NT (Mt 1:20; 2:13, 19; 28:2; Lk 1:11; 2:9; Jn 5:4; Acts 5:19; 8:26; 10:3; 12:7, 23; Gal 4:14; note the interpretation of Ex 3:2 in Acts 7:30). The earliest accessible interpretation of this phrase that removes its ambiguity (“an angel of the LORD”? “the angel of the LORD”?) is the LXX, which typically translates “an angel of the Lord” whenever the phrase first occurs in a narrative (Meier, DDD2 53-59). Early Christian interpreters saw in the figure a reference to the preincarnate Christ (e.g., Eusebius, Dem. ev. 5.10-11 [§§235-238]; Hist. eccl. 1.2), a consensus later reversed by those who followed Augustine in seeing this designation as simply referring to any supernatural messenger sent from the Lord (Augustine, Trin. 3.22-26).




    The solitary occurrence of the phrase in Isaiah (Is 37:36) is explicable in a narrative that has been introduced into the book from the Deuteronomic History (2 Kings 19:35), where a “messenger of Yahweh,” supernatural or human, is otherwise a more common figure (Judg 2:1-4; 5:23; 6:11-22; 13:3-21; 2 Sam 24:16; 1 Kings 19:7; 2 Kings 1:3, 15). Zechariah is the only prophet for whom the phrase “angel of the LORD” is important, occurring six times in three contexts (Zech 1:11, 12; 3:1, 5, 6; 12:8). The LXX in two of these contexts introduces the creature as “an angel of the LORD” (Zech 3:1; 12:8)—that is, a supernatural envoy who relays God’s messages to humans (Zech 3:1, 5, 6) and with whom the house of David is favorably compared (Zech 12:8; cf. 2 Sam 14:17, where David was compared to an envoy from God to render wise decisions). The third context (Zech 1:11, 12) is not entirely lucid in distinguishing the characters who speak, but if one assumes that the single angel who is identified in a number of different ways in Zechariah 1:8-14 is everywhere the same figure, one is confronted again with a supernatural envoy from God delegated with the task of communicating to Zechariah God’s message.




    4. Specific Supernatural Creatures.




    Names for specific angels are exceptional, corresponding to an apparent aversion at times to reveal their names to humans (Gen 32:29; Judg 13:17-18). In mustering the heavenly armies (see 4.1 below), however, God is said to call them all by name (Is 40:26), and the names of a few of God’s supernatural warriors are preserved: “Pestilence” and “Plague” (Heb deber and rešep in Hab 3:5 [the latter widely attested as a deity in polytheistic cultures]; cf. “Fury, Rage, and Havoc” in Ps 78:49, identified as “a band of angels of evil” [ASV]), names associated with their particular means of devastation (whether the depictions here were intended as poetic metaphor or as a portrayal of supernatural beings is moot; it is certain that many preexilic Israelites subscribed to the latter, it is possible that many recognized the former, and for many the distinction would have been irrelevant). It is only in the last five chapters of the book of Daniel that supernatural messenger figures are explicitly provided with individual names when they cordially interact with humans in the OT. In these chapters, Gabriel functions as a revealer and interpreter (Dan 8:16; 9:21), while Michael is one of the foremost angelic princes, with a more militant role (Dan 10:13, 21; 12:1).




    4.1. The Stars. The astral bodies—sun, moon, stars—are explicitly identified as God’s heavenly “hosts” (Jer 8:2; cf. Deut 17:3; 2 Kings 23:5), something that humans are quite capable of seeing (Is 40:26). The connection of astral bodies with God’s angelic hosts is explicit in the Bible (Is 14:12-13; cf. Josh 5:13-15; Judg 5:20; Job 38:7; Ps 148:2-3), prompting considerable later speculation as to the precise physical reality involved (Halpern; Scott) and encouraging the connection between the innumerable stars and the innumerable angels (Jer 33:22; Dan 7:10; cf. Job 25:3). The Hebrew term ṣābāʾ, translated as “host,” simply means “army,” with its verbal counterpart meaning “to wage war” (e.g., Is 29:7, 8; Zech 14:12), a connection that Isaiah makes explicit: “The LORD of hosts [ṣĕbāʾôt] is mustering a host [ṣĕbāʾ] for battle” (Is 13:4).




    Thus, the divine epithet “LORD of hosts” is a portrait of God in a militant posture as he leads his angelic armies against the forces of evil, whether human or divine. This epithet is a distinctive feature of Isaiah and Jeremiah, as well as of the three postexilic books Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi. These armies/stars/supernatural beings that accompany God into battle when he confronts evil (e.g., Judg 5:20; Rev 12:3-7; 19:14, 19), who provide part of the background for the astral phenomena in prophetic elaborations of the divine warrior’s march to battle in the storm (e.g., Is 13:10-13; Joel 3:11-16; Hab 3:11; cf. Josh 10:11-13), are said to employ chariots, horses and swords (Josh 5:13-15; 2 Kings 6:15-17; 1 Chron 21:16) just as God does (Hab 3:8-11). These angelic armies consequently are associated quite comfortably with supernatural chariots and horses (Zech 1:8-11; 6:1-8) and were a constant temptation for Israelites to worship (Jer 19:13; Zeph 1:5).




    4.2. Classes of Supernatural Beings. Discrete categories of supernatural creatures are identified in the prophets and nowhere else in the Bible. The “Watchers” (Aram ʿîr; Gk egrēgoros [“wakeful one, vigilant one”] in Aquila and Symmachus) are mentioned only in Nebuchadnezzar’s dream in Daniel 4 (Dan 4:13, 17, 23) in the Bible, although they are abundantly attested in Second Temple literature. These creatures in the Bible make decrees about human history, descend from heaven, and give orders to carry out these decrees.




    Seraphim, also, are explicitly named as supernatural creatures in God’s service only in the book of Isaiah (Is 6:2, 6), bearing a name that, if it is a Qattāl nominal pattern, could reflect the meaning “a burner, one who sets on fire.” It is likely that Isaiah’s vision assumes a serpentine figure, for elsewhere the same word refers to venomous snakes that inhabit the desert (Deut 8:15; Is 30:6), that fatally bit Israelites (Num 21:6), and as a remedy for which Moses made a bronze model (Num 21:8). Since there are references to the ability of these desert-dwelling creatures to fly (Is 14:29; 30:6), one is encouraged to think of the winged uraeus that appears on preexilic Hebrew seals (CWSSS, nos. 11, 104, 127, 194, 206, 284, 381) in imitation of Egyptian royal iconography, where such supernatural creatures could be represented with wings, hands and legs (Joines).




    Cherubim are a characteristic feature of only one prophetic book, Ezekiel, where one-third of all biblical occurrences of the term are found. The only other mention of cherubim in the prophetic corpus occurs in Hezekiah’s prayer that probably was incorporated into the book of Isaiah from the book of 2 Kings (Is 37:16 // 2 Kings 19:15). This peculiar focus in Ezekiel is likely a function of Ezekiel’s intimate connection with the temple, which was elaborately decorated with representations of cherubim (Ezek 41:18-20, 25; cf. 1 Kings 6:23-32; 7:29, 36; 8:6-7). Indeed, the extended verbal description of these composite creatures occupies much of the stunning introduction to the book: four wings, four faces (human, lion, bull, eagle), calves’ hooves, human hands, and radiant like bronze (Ezek 1:5-12). These four creatures serve here, and often in Ezekiel’s book, as bearers of God’s portable throne (Ezek 1:26; 10:1) with its accompanying wheels (Ezek 1:15-21; cf. Ezek 9:3; 10:1-22; 11:22; 43:2-3). This task of supporting or transporting God is elsewhere specified as a distinctive function of cherubim (2 Sam 6:2; Ps 18:10; 80:1; 99:1; Is 37:16), reflected in the design of the ark, where the two cherubim figures with their outstretched wings were understood to form a platform above which God manifested himself (Ex 25:22; Num 7:89). The emphasis upon this activity for cherubim in the book of Ezekiel results from the prophet’s new relationship to the divine council, for unlike his predecessors who participated in the council’s deliberations, Ezekiel has the council come to him, so to speak, with a decision that has already been ratified (Meier 2009, 21-24).




    Typically, the cherubim are portrayed in Ezekiel as a group without further specification of individual identity. However, God singles out an exceptional cherub, explicitly so identified twice (Ezek 28:14, 16) in an oracle against the king of Tyre that is rich in imagery associated with God’s sacred mountain (Ezek 28:12-19). The story that unfolds is allusively told only in barest outlines, recounting the privileged status and gifts of this creature that God trusted with his most intimate access. Nevertheless, the cherub betrayed these privileges and was expelled, consumed by fire.




    5. Physical Appearance.




    The extended descriptions of these classes of supernatural creatures in God’s service contrast with descriptions of supernatural messengers (malʾākîm) that are sent to humans with messages from God. The latter usually are not physically described, suggesting that there was nothing remarkable about their appearance. In fact, the term “man” commonly appears as a way of describing supernatural messengers from God: “the man Gabriel” flies to Daniel with information (Dan 9:21), one who has “the appearance of a man” is divinely commissioned to interpret a vision (Dan 8:15) or to strengthen Daniel (Dan 10:18), while one “according to the likeness of the sons of men” opens Daniel’s mouth so that he can dialogue with God’s envoy (Dan 10:16) (cf. Gen 18:2-22; Judg 13:3-8; Tob 5:4-6, where the terms malʾāk/angelos and “man” appear together to refer to the same supernatural creatures). As a result, it is not awkward for Hosea to identify Jacob’s ancient wrestling partner as a malʾāk (Hos 12:4) even though the narrator of Gen 32:24 called this figure a “man,” and the actors called him ʾĕlōhîm (Gen 32:28, 30). The identification “man” for superhuman envoys dispatched by God with their characteristic tasks can continue in the prophets (Ezek 9:2-3; 40:3-5; 47:3; Dan 10:5; 12:6-7).




    The unremarkable human appearance of such supernatural messengers is assumed in earlier books of the Bible where they are not described, for there is nothing out of the ordinary. The nondescript character of supernatural messengers changes in the later books of the Bible, in tandem with the rise of apocalyptic literature. Physical description becomes very important in apocalyptic literature as the extraordinary appearance of even the messenger angels is underscored: although they can have human hands, legs and eyes (Ezek 40:3, 5; 47:3; Dan 10:5-6; 12:7), are described as “standing” (Heb ʿmd [Ezek 40:3; 43:6; Dan 8:15; 10:16; 12:5]), wearing linen clothing (Ezek 10:6-7; Dan 10:5; 12:6, 7) and girded with gold (Dan 10:5), they clearly are nonhuman, with a luminous radiance (Dan 10:6) comparable to precious stones (Dan 10:6) and bronze (Ezek 40:3; Dan 10:6), while their speech can be described as a roaring (Dan 10:6). The human response to supernatural messengers in these later contexts is generally a complete physical breakdown (Dan 8:17-18; 10:7-12, 15-19), unlike in most earlier biblical texts (e.g., Gen 16:7-13; 18:1-8; Josh 5:13-15; Judg 13:9-16; 1 Kings 19:5-8). In such portraits of supernatural messengers wings are notably absent. Instead, wings are associated only with the more bizarre creatures in God’s service that have tasks other than relaying messages to humans, such as seraphim (Is 6:2), cherubim (Ezek 1:6-25; 3:13; 10:5-21; 11:22; cf. Ex 25:20) and others (Zech 5:9).




    The overt similarity of supernatural messengers to humans on so many levels proceeds from an awareness in ancient Israel that angelic creatures were understood to be made in the image of God no less than humans, and evidently more so. God addresses the divine council at creation with the cohortative “Let us make man in our image” (Gen 1:26; cf. Is 6:8), an image that was once in some fashion more congruent between God and his divine retinue in the light of Genesis 3:22 (“the man has become like one of us”). The epithet “son(s) of God” (Dan 3:25, 28; cf. Job 1:6) is one way of referring to angelic-like beings that reflects the divine image in such creatures (cf. Gen 5:3), an epithet that appears in other ancient cultures of the Near East to affirm a genetic continuity but whose mechanics Israel denied. In the same way, even the word ʾĕlōhîm itself, typically translated “God,” can be used to identify the class of supernatural beings that includes both God and the creatures subordinate to God (“gods” [Ps 82:1, 6 KJV]; cf. the LXX translation of ʾĕlōhîm in Ps 8:5 as angeloi, and Heb 2:7, which in turn stresses the subordinate status of humans to all these). The fact that both God and angelic creatures can be subsumed together under a common noun (ʾĕlōhîm) that cannot apply to humans underscores the greater continuity between angels and God. A specific communicable attribute that is more characteristic of supernatural creatures than humans is connected to God’s identity as “the Holy One” (2 Kings 19:22; Job 6:10; Is 5:24), for he often shares this title with angels who are called “holy ones” (Dan 4:13, 17, 23; 8:13; Zech 14:5; cf. Job 15:15; Ps 89:5-7). Both of these epithets are applied to the genus of supernatural creatures indiscriminately, unlike their restricted applicability to humans in the OT, for whom this quality is contingent and not natural: the only human who can be identified as a “son of God” is the Judean king (2 Sam 7:14; Ps 2:7), and the only human who bears the epithet “holy one” is a priest (Ps 106:16), in marked contrast to the NT, where all of redeemed humanity are distinctively identified as “sons of God” (e.g., Rom 8:14; 1 Jn 3:2) and by the substantive “holy one(s)” (e.g., Eph 1:1; Phil 4:21).




    6. Summary.




    For most of the Prophetic Books in the Bible, the supramundane cosmos of living creatures is an arena that attracts little attention. It is God who is everywhere at work with an immediacy of interaction with humans accompanied by sporadic references to mediate causes that are largely confined to the human realm (e.g., Is 10:5-7; Jer 25:9). Some later visionary contexts in the Bible, however, gradually expand this perception to include an increasing interest in the supernatural creatures that do God’s bidding at a time that God distances himself from his people during the *exile (Ezek 8:6; 10:18-19; 11:23; cf. Dan 9:12-19; Zech 1:12). A proliferating heavenly bureaucracy gradually unfolds (cf. Dan 10:10-21) that exhibits an increasingly transcendent God at work through myriads of super­natural creatures.




    See also Divine Council; Idols, Idolatry, Gods.




    BIBLIOGRAPHY. B. Halpern, “The Assyrian Astronomy of Genesis 1 and the Birth of Milesian Philosophy,” ErIsr 27 (2003) *74-*83; V. Hirth, Gottes Boten im Alten Testament: Die alttestamentliche Mal’ak-Vorstellung unter besonderer Berücksichtigung des Mal’ak-Jahwe-Problems (ThA 32; Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1975); D. Irvin, Mytharion: The Comparison of Tales from the Old Testament and the Ancient Near East (AOAT 32; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1978); K. R. Joines, “Winged Serpents in Isaiah’s Inaugural Vision,” JBL 86 (1967) 410-15; G. J. Marshall, Angels: An Indexed and Partially Annotated Bibliography of Over 4300 Scholarly Books and Articles Since the 7th Century B.C. (Jefferson, NC: McFarland, 1999); S. Meier, “Angel of Yahweh,” DDD2 53-59; idem, The Messenger in the Ancient Semitic World (HSM 45; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988); idem, Themes and Transformations in Old Testament Prophecy (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2009); A. Rofé, “Israelite Belief in Angels in the Pre-Exilic Period as Evidenced by Biblical Traditions” [in Hebrew] (Ph.D. diss., Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1969); A. Scott, Origen and the Life of the Stars: A History of an Idea (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991); M. Welker, “Angels in the Biblical Traditions: An Impressive Logic and the Imposing Problem of their Hypercomplex Reality,” ThTo 51 (1994) 367-80. S. A. Meier




    Anger. See Wrath.




    ANIMAL IMAGERY




    The past decades have witnessed an increasing recognition of the important interaction between human beings and animals. Environmental pressures and the tremendous changes brought on nature by human development have highlighted the importance of ecology and also resulted in an increasing number of studies dealing with biblical and ecological issues (Martens).




    These are not new issues. Ancient Israelites, living in a premodern and agrarian society, recognized the importance of fauna and flora as part of creation order and, in consequence, employed a surprising quantity of animal imagery in their written documents. This article focuses upon these literary devices in the prophetic literature of the OT, including also the apocalyptic book of Daniel. All the references cannot be discussed here, but distinct categories of usage will be introduced, following a short section looking at current research on the topic and a concise introduction to the concept of metaphor and imagery. The descriptive categories used in this entry (e.g., wild, domesticated, Mischwesen) are based on the source domain—that is, the real-life category from which the metaphor or imagery has been taken.
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    1. Animal Imagery and Metaphors in Current Scholarship.




    Over the past decades an increasing number of studies have focused upon animal imagery in the OT (Jenni; Lucas; Schwab; Janowski, Neumann-Gorsolke and Glessmer; Dell; Riede; Strawn; Nielsen; Kuntz; Forti; Shemesh). Most of these looked at poetry or wisdom writings, where animal imagery occurs repeatedly. Some of this research studied the bigger hermeneutical issue of how animal imagery (especially linked to God) may contribute to biblical theology (Nielsen) or described the interaction between human being and animal in the OT (Riede; some chapters in Janowski, Neumann-Gorsolke and Glessmer). Connected to these endeavors has been the drive to understand metaphor theory more adequately (see Seifert, 11-85; Nwaoru; Aaron; G. A. Klingbeil 2006; M. G. Klingbeil, 115-19), recognizing both the literary and the conceptual power of these literary images. Since word pictures (including metaphors, similes, symbols) establish either consciously or subconsciously a link between disparate entities (such as a comparison), they are important communicators and are used more often in poetic texts than in prose, though not exclusively so. These verbal images are providing a view of the mental map of the user (or author), opening, beyond the literary level, vistas of worldview, theology and social realities (see de Hulster, 270).




    It has been recognized that large portions of the prophetic literature of the OT are written in poetry, even though not all prophetic texts are poetic texts, but could be understood instead as a hybrid “prophetic prose,” consciously utilizing both poetic and prosaic literary characteristics (Petersen, 32-33). Keeping in mind these specific literary conventions, we must pay close attention to the conceptual world of the imagery, as it reflects on the social, economic and environmental conditions of the biblical authors as well as on their theological understanding of the creator God, who was active in Israel and the world (see Creation Theology).




    What kind of animal imageries did Israel’s prophets use in order to communicate the word of the Lord? A careful reading of the biblical texts shows a wide gamut of both domesticated and wild animals that are used metaphorically to make distinct points. Most of these animals were familiar to the readers, and their particular characteristics easily supplemented or even carried the prophetic message in a meaningful way. Some of these animals were uncommon in Palestine (e.g., the crocodile) or even non-existent, such as the Mischwesen described in Daniel 7:4, 6 (a lion with eagle’s wings, and a leopard with four wings).




    Often, animal imagery is expressed indirectly, making use of sounds and verbal forms that characterize specific animals but without naming the animal per se. Enemies roar or growl like lions (Is 5:29, 30) while the persecuted can growl like bears or moan like doves (Is 59:11) (see Nielsen). Judgment imagery often contains references to tearing something apart (Hos 5:14; 6:1), even though the same verbal form (ṭrp) is also used to describe the predatory manner of degenerate leadership (Ezek 22:25; Zeph 3:3). In an attempt to make sense of the hundreds of references to animal imageries in the prophets of the OT, this article is divided into three basic sections, beginning with metaphors that use wild (undomesticated) animals, followed by a discussion of references to domesticated animals, and finally a look at Mischwesen (hybrid animals), which often appear in apocalyptic contexts.




    2. Wild Animals and Animal Imagery.




    Generic references to the beasts (either bĕhēmâ or ḥayyâ) of the field occur often and seem to indicate the natural world per se. For example, Joel 1:20 describes how nature suffers the divine judgment. Notably, the same expression reappears in Joel 2:21, denoting the restored lands. Both in creation (or re-creation) and judgment, humanity is closely linked to the animal world. Similar concepts can be found also in Jonah’s narrative (Jon 3:7; 4:11) and are already foreshadowed in the creation (Gen 1—2) and flood records (Gen 6:12 mentions “all flesh” [see Stipp]).




    Many times prophets use imagery of wild animals, such as lions, wolves or locusts, to indicate pending judgment (e.g., Is 5:29; 15:9; Hos 5:14; 13:7; Joel 1; Amos 4:9; 5:19; Nahum 3:15-17; Zeph 3:3; Zech 11:3). Even today, locust plagues still represent a major destructive force. The prophets used different Hebrew terms to describe the locust phenomenon (Joel 1:4 employs four different Hebrew terms, possibly suggesting a life cycle), indicating both the magnitude and immensity of the day of judgment (Simkins, 101-7; cf. Croatto). Joel’s description of an overwhelming locust invasion uses a well-known phenomenon (i.e., a locust plague that people living in the Levant were familiar with) in order to graphically describe the complete military destruction that God would bring upon his wayward people (see Day of the Lord). The huge numbers and the unstoppable nature of the locust attack inform the imminent military invasion, providing it with a bone-chilling background “noise” that communicates effectively. Interestingly, Joel 1:7 employs an additional animal image, the lion, seeking to indicate utter destruction.




    Other imagery of wild animals associated with judgment includes serpents (Jer 8:17; Amos 5:19), maggots and worms (Is 14:11), leopards (Jer 5:6) and eagles (Jer 48:40; 49:22). A particular characteristic of the animal applies to the divine judgment that often is brought about by human agents. Swiftness, inevitability, speed, completeness of destruction and uncountable numbers are part of the communicative purpose of employing these images. Although wild animals were part of God’s creation (and thus subject to the Creator), they could not be controlled by humans and thus represented dangerous forces.




    Notably, however, the biblical prophets did not always employ the same metaphor in a standardized manner. A leopard did not only indicate swift and complete destruction; it also was used to highlight the impossibility of change—after all, the spots of a leopard cannot be simply wiped off or changed (Jer 13:23). The lion metaphor did not only symbolize divinely ordained judgment (be it through direct divine intervention or outside conquest); at times, God himself is described as a lion fighting ferociously for his people and his city (Is 31:4). As with other literary devices, animal metaphors need to be read contextually and not only according to specific “typical” categories.




    Frequently associated with the messianic age, savage and dangerous undomesticated animals are pictured together with helpless domesticated animals that, in a post-fall world, often represented the prey of the wild animals. Wolves graze with lambs; a leopard lies down with a goat kid; a young lion will be together with a calf yearling; bear and cow will feed together (Is 11:6, 7). The hole of the cobra and viper will no longer be dangerous to a playing child (Is 11:8). New and unexpected behavioral patterns are the characteristics of the messianic age (Is 65:25).




    Sometimes people groups are compared to wild animals. Ezekiel decries the fact that prophets, instead of proclaiming God’s word, tear apart the poor and the widow. Israel is as poisonous and dangerous as a scorpion (Ezek 2:6). Judah is compared to a swift female camel or donkey in heat as she follows Baal (Jer 2:23-24). Assyria and Egypt are like a bee or a fly respectively, called by God’s whistle and at his disposal (Is 7:18). In both cases the insect metaphor indicates the swarming, suffocating and inescapable nature of the invading powers. Babylon’s armies are compared to a slithering and hissing serpent and devouring grasshoppers (Jer 46:22-23), emphasizing the quick and quiet approach as well as their huge numbers that cannot be counted. Babylon’s conquest of Judah is as speedy as a leopard, as fierce as wolves hunting in a pack, and as eager as an eagle swooping down to devour a meal (Hab 1:8). However, people groups can also be described as weak and powerless, as, for example, Moab, which is as helpless as a wandering bird thrown out of its nest (Is 16:2).




    Desert animals, such as jackal and ostrich, are frequently mentioned when the prophets want to highlight complete desolation (Is 13:22; 34:13-14; Jer 9:10; 10:22; 49:33; 51:37). Vultures and birds of prey not only devour cadavers on the roads and deserts of Palestine but are also an indication of complete divine judgment (Is 34:15; Ezek 13:20; 32:4; 39:4-5), sometimes even with more specific indications of the direction from which they will come (Is 46:11).




    Unexpected comparisons at times challenge the reader to readjust expectations. God is not only like a lion in his death pounce of judgment; he also is like a moth that causes uneasiness and discomfort that, hopefully, will result in a wake-up call of his wayward people (Hos 5:12), even though it should be noted that it may be possible that the Hebrew ʿāš used in Hosea 5:12 is a homonym referring to an “emaciating disease” (cf. the difficult translation in the LXX using tarachē), which provides a better parallel to the second member of the parallelism (Macintosh, 207-8).




    Dogs generally are much-loved pets these days. However, in the biblical world they were mostly regarded as lowlife, crouching on the outskirts of society. Isaiah 56:10-11 describes Israel’s leaders in a pejorative manner as dumb or greedy dogs who pay no attention to the impending doom and look only after their own interests. In Jeremiah 15:3 the dog metaphor is used in a rather distinct way and is part of a list of four means of divine destruction: sword, dogs, vultures and beasts, three of which come from the natural world. This sequence highlights the completeness of divine punishment.




    Finally, a number of more exotic wild animals appear in the prophets, including stork, turtledove, swift and swallow (Jer 8:7). They all know (ydʿ) seasons and times and are obedient to the natural laws. In contrast, Israel does not know Yahweh’s law—a theme that appears frequently in prophetic texts (e.g., Is 1:3 [in connection with domesticated animals]; Jer 2:8; Hos 5:4).




    To summarize this section: The natural world outside of house and town is subject to God’s power and order and, since creation, is intricately linked to humanity. The sounds and behaviors of wild and savage animals provide graphic images to communicate effectively the nature of the judgment that God is about to bring upon a wayward people and the nations surrounding Israel. The Day of the Lord is not only a significant theological motif; it is described in terms that must have been very real to people living close to the land and its creatures. However, judgment is not the only motif communicated through metaphors involving wild animals. Restoration, and a God who fights like a lion for his people, are part and parcel of the prophetic message as conveyed by animal imagery.




    3. Domesticated Animals and Animal Imagery.




    The domestication of animals marked a significant development in human society. Nomadic hunter-gatherers became herders and farmers and developed a different relation to animals. Instead of focusing primarily on food (the hunter can eat the prey only once!), domestication opened the way for secondary use, such as milk, wool, fiber, eggs and a more dependable meat supply (Borowski, 23-29; G. A. Klingbeil 2003a, 411-13; DOTHB, 1-20). Domesticated animals also began to impact farming (as plow animals) and changed the way people and goods traveled.




    By the time the Israelite prophets preached and wrote their messages, domesticated animals had already been established in the Levant for millennia. They were a part of daily life, even in small towns and urban centers.




    The image of well-fed cows from fertile Bashan is used in Amos 4:1 in comparison to the wealthy, fat, lazy, self-sufficient female elite of Samaria (similar also Amos 6:4). These elite will experience judgment, deportation and ruin. Hosea 4:16 employs a similar metaphor and compares the stubbornness of Israel to the stubbornness of a young calf.




    All of the appropriate sacrificial animals were domesticated, most likely because domesticated animals provide a more reliable source for *sacrifices than wild animals. Bulls, calves, lambs, goats and doves were offered to the Lord as part of the daily tāmîd (i.e., the daily continuous burnt offering for the community) or in response to a specific problem or sin. The sacrificial legislation, found specifically in Leviticus 1—7, clearly correlates between social status and the particular sacrificial animal. When a priest was convicted to offer a sin offering, he was required to offer a young bull, while a leader recognizing unintentional sin had to offer a male goat. A common member of the Israelite community had to offer a female lamb or (if unable to afford one) two doves or two young pigeons (Lev 4—5). The different animals highlight the typological or symbolic function of the sacrificial system and reflect the stratification of Israelite society.




    The prophets treat the *temple and its cult (including also the animal sacrifices) as a given (see Liturgy and Cult). However, the prophetic critique of the ritual system points beyond the sacrificial animal to the motivation and commitment of the offerer. Micah 6:6-8 is a classic locus of this important concept (on this prophetic critique, see G. A. Klingbeil 2007a, 70-80), as is Isaiah 1:11-18. This critique focused on particular religious practices and was cyclical (i.e., every new generation of prophets seems to have taken it up). It was not aimed at ritual per se; rather, *forgiveness and rightful living tended to be separate issues in the minds of ancient Israelites, and the prophets pointed their audience to this dichotomy.




    The prophets are aware of (and decry) the sacrificial use of domesticated animals for idolatrous *worship (Hos 8:5-6) and compare the *idolatry and sinfulness of God’s people to donkeys or horses in heat (Jer 5:8; Ezek 23:20).




    The generic term “flock” (ṣōʾn) is often used to describe people and could refer in positive or negative contexts to Israel and Judah (Is 40:11; 63:11; Jer 13:17, 20; 23:2, 3; 25:35; Ezek 34:2, 3, 6; Zech 9:16; 10:3; 11:4-17). God is depicted as the shepherd who guides his flock and will restore a “remnant flock” (Is 63:11; Jer 31:10, 12; Ezek 34:11).




    Lambs not only are prime sacrificial animals but also are used to indicate helplessness (Is 16:1 [cf. the parallel image of a young bird thrown out of its nest in Is 16:2]; Jer 12:3) or willingness (Is 53:7). Jeremiah, confronted by family opposition and persecution, feels like a lamb led to the slaughter (Jer 11:19).




    Among the equids, horses and mules were animals for the elite (G. A. Klingbeil 2003a; 2003b) and could appear in a list of luxury items (Ezek 27:14). Together with chariots, they could indicate strength (Jer 17:25). The one who owned a horse (or a mule) was powerful, and many horses suggested accumulated power (Ezek 38:4, 15; Hab 1:8) and self-reliance (Is 30:16; 31:1, 3; Hos 1:7; 14:3; Hab 3:8; Zech 9:10). Reference to horses is often made in contexts of judgment (Jer 4:13; 46:4, 9; 47:3; 51:27). Those affected by judgment include the covenant people as well as other surrounding nations. In Zechariah four distinctly colored horses with riders (Zech 1:8-17) appear in the opening vision of the prophet, and together with the four horses and chariots of the last vision (Zech 6:1-8), they form an inclusio (or envelope structure) of the first part of the book. The text does not provide a clear explanation regarding the difficult-to-translate colors. They may have simply helped to distinguish the four horses from a distance. In the vision the celestial riders report back from their exploratory mission throughout the earth. The use of horses as the fastest domesticated animal, generally reserved for military or royal purposes, highlights the speedy nature of the mission and its far-reaching extent. Zechariah’s audience may have immediately remembered the extended and extremely fast messenger service of the Persian period (see G. A. Klingbeil 1995).




    Foreign nations often are compared to animals, though not always domesticated ones. For example, in Jeremiah 46:20 Egypt is described as a beautiful young heifer, attractive and inviting. Isaiah describes Moab’s refugees as a three-year-old heifer that is skittish and fleeing (Is 15:5). In the same vein, Moab is as helpless as a wandering bird thrown out of its nest (Is 16:2).




    To summarize this section: We can note both positive and negative imagery of domesticated animals throughout the prophetic corpus. God is the shepherd of the “flock” of his people Israel. The sacrificial temple cult requires domesticated animals, even though its prophetic critique reminds Israel that external form and internal motivation need to go hand in hand. Specific characteristics of domesticated animals (such as speediness, playfulness, fearfulness) are used to describe other nations. The horse imagery is often connected to military prowess, speed and self-reliance and regularly appears in contexts of judgment.




    4. Mischwesen and Animal Imagery.




    Some animals that appear in prophetic or *apocalyptic literature could not be easily spotted in the wild. Isaiah 27:1 refers to Leviathan (liwyātān), a serpentine being that will be slain by the Lord “in that day/time,” referring to the future *Day of the Lord, a day of divine judgment, when wrong will be set right. It is quite feasible to argue that the biblical author included here a conscious reference to an Ugaritic myth (possibly KTU 1.5, also known as the Baal Cycle) that was reshaped and used polemically to demonstrate Yahweh’s superiority over all powers (Averbeck, 337-40). This polemic use of extrabiblical material (or concepts) can also be found in numerous other references in the OT—for example, Psalm 121:6 (G. A. Klingbeil 1997), Isaiah 24:21-23 (Barker) and Daniel 2:34-35 (G. A. Klingbeil 2007b).




    The tannîn is another animal not easily identified. In Isaiah 27:1 (and possibly Is 51:9) it is linked to Leviathan. However, in other references it is associated with the Pharaoh of Egypt, and its description would fit a crocodile (Ezek 29:3; 32:2). The translation of the term in Ezekiel (which may be misspelled there) is not easy, as demonstrated by the LXX’s rendering of “dragon” in Ezekiel 29:3. In this passage the imagery of a great battle that the Lord dominates is reminiscent of Isaiah 27:1 and Leviathan.




    Hybrid beings (Mischwesen) occur also in the vision of Ezekiel 1 (cf. Ezek 10:14). The prophet describes these creatures as human-like (Ezek 1:5), with four faces and four wings (Ezek 1:6), the feet of a calf and gleaming like burnished bronze (Ezek 1:7). Four different faces reminded Ezekiel of a human being, a lion, an ox and an eagle (Ezek 1:10). Some elements of these living beings are reminiscent of ancient Near Eastern religious art (Keel), even though there is no exact depiction of these cherubim (cf. Ezek 10:14). The prophet struggles to find the right words (or terminology) to describe this unearthly reality that is also reflected in the grammatical variance of pronouns and verbal forms that vacillate between masculine and feminine forms (Greenberg, 44). The prophet, recognizing the strangeness of these creatures, describes them as Mischwesen that share characteristics from humans and known animals, all fused together. The lion’s fierceness is linked to the eagle’s swiftness and majesty, while the bull is chosen for its steady power and its value as a plow and transport animal (see Block, 96-98). The presence of the human face appears to be a reminder of God’s creative power, as humanity was made in the “image” and “likeness” of God (Gen 1:26-27). It seems that the significance of these four faces exceeded the sum of the imagery (Block, 96), pointing to God’s omnipotence and omnipresence and reminding the reader that heavenly realities, including God, are completely different from human realities.




    Other Mischwesen occur in Daniel’s vision found in Daniel 7, following the summary statement detailing the “four great beasts” (Dan 7:3). As has been noted before, their backgrounds are not necessarily Mesopotamian Mischwesen (Eggler). The first hybrid animal is a lion with eagle’s wings (Dan 7:4), followed by a bear that was raised up on one side (Dan 7:5), a leopard with four wings (Dan 7:6) and, finally, a dreadful fourth beast (Dan 7:7) for which the prophet finds no fitting nametag. Based on the explanation given in Daniel 7:17, these four beasts represent four “kings.” It should be noted that the LXX translates here basileiai (“kingdoms”). Many interpreters have noted the parallel nature of Daniel 2 and Daniel 7 (Collins, 297), whereby Daniel 7 recapitulates and adds to the already established historical sequence of major kingdoms found in Daniel 2. These hybrid beasts are unclean animals (Ford, 205-6), which is significant in light of the fact that the fourth beast’s attack appears to be religious (Dan 7:21, 25).




    Suggestions of possible sources and background for the hybrid animals in Daniel have been manifold. E. C. Lucas has discussed most of these but has noted that one should not disregard a possible OT background (cf. Hos 13:7, which contains the list of the same animals) (see Lucas 182-85). J. Eggler has suggested that the two key elements of the composite animals (e.g., the lion and the wings) should be studied separately (in terms of both their iconography and their significance in the prophecy), highlighting the importance of understanding the conceptual background of the imagery as compared to often superficial parallels taken from diverse ancient Near Eastern sources.




    Other hybrid beings can be found in Zechariah 5:5-9, where two female figures, having wings like a stork, carry the enigmatic ʾêpâ (NRSV: “basket”), containing a woman identified as wickedness, on the wind to Shinar (i.e., Babylon). Based on Sumerian and Akkadian cognates, it has been suggested that ʾêpâ does not indicate the well-known weight or measure but rather refers to a cult room for a divine statue that was situated atop a Mesopotamian temple building (Meyers and Meyers, 295-97). The two female composite beings with stork wings carry the cult cella toward Babylon, thus purifying the land. They are not explicitly described as cherubim (which generally are masculine in the OT). One wonders about the significance of the reference to the stork, which was a migratory bird with a particularly large wingspan and associated with maternal roles. Additionally, it has been suggested that Zechariah used ḥăsîdâ because of its phonetic similarity to ḥāsîd (“the devoted, faithful”) (Smith, 211). In either case, the focus is upon the action rather than upon the instruments.




    5. Conclusion




    As has become clear in this discussion, context is the main factor when studying the use of animal imagery in the prophets of the OT. This appears to be a truism in a dictionary focusing upon a particular genre of the OT. The use of animal imagery reminds us of the importance of this key concept. Lions are not only majestic animals associated with kings or the messianic age; they also can be symbols of divine judgment. Both familiar and unfamiliar animals are part and parcel of an important communicative strategy, taking the reader from the known (and often mundane) to the unknown, surprising and challenging word of Yahweh that reminds the careful reader (and listener) that God is the Lord of creation, in both salvation and judgment.




    See also Creation Theology; Floral Imagery; Land; Mountain Imagery; Wilderness, Desert.
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    APOCALYPTICISM, APOCALYPTIC LITERATURE




    Within scholarship, the term apocalypse typically refers to a specific literary genre that employs prophecies and *visions concerning the end of time. Those literary works that conform to these standards are considered members of apocalyptic literature; the worldview or ideology associated with these books often is labeled apocalypticism, and the word apocalyptic is the adjective used to describe something that characterizes this worldview.




    While the book of *Daniel stands out as the quintessential example of an apocalyptic book in the OT and is frequently, though not uniformly, considered part of the prophetic corpus, several decidedly prophetic books do exhibit clear apocalyptic characteristics, such as Isaiah, Ezekiel, Zechariah and Joel. In fact, many argue that prophecy birthed the apocalyptic phenomenon found in the Bible. Therefore, a discussion of the ideas related to apocalypse and its relationship with the prophetic corpus is essential to grasping a more complete understanding of the OT Prophetic Books and their influence.
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    1. Essential Definitions and Terms.




    1.1. Definitions.




    1.1.1. Defining Apocalypse. Going back to 1832, scholars have struggled with how both to consistently define and to categorize the concept of apocalypse (J. Collins 1998, 3). The term apocalypse is of Greek origin, drawn from the word apokalypsis, which is the first word in the NT book of Revelation and typically is translated as “revelation.” In some ways, the book of Revelation serves as a kind of exemplar for a book conforming to the literary genre of apocalypse, and fidelity to Revelation’s literary characteristics commonly has served as a kind of litmus test to which all other potential apocalyptic candidates are measured. As a result, denoting books as apocalyptic has been more of a post-NT phenomenon. However, many works predating the book of Revelation, the vast majority of which are not found in either the Jewish or the Christian biblical canons, seem to accord with many, though not all, of Revelation’s literary features, therefore leading scholars to conclude that a more precise working definition was needed. To meet that need, a study group from the Society of Biblical Literature (SBL) was charged to develop a more detailed and systematic framework for determining which books could be accurately categorized as apocalyptic. J. Collins, who was a key architect within that group and is today the most influential figure in the discipline of apocalyptic studies, noted that the group’s primary effort in determining whether a book could be classified as apocalyptic was to discern “whether a group of texts share a significant cluster of traits that distinguish them from other works” (J. Collins 1998, 4). To that end, the study group produced the following working definition: “a genre of revelatory literature with a narrative framework, in which a revelation is mediated by an otherworldly being to a human recipient, disclosing a transcendent reality which is both temporal, insofar as it envisages eschatological salvation, and spatial insofar as it involves another, supernatural world” (J. Collins 1979, 9). Beyond this dense definition, the study group composed a detailed “master paradigm” that serves to unpack the definition even further (J. Collins 1979, 5-8).




    1.1.2. SBL Study Group Master Paradigm. Assuming the centrality of revelation, this paradigm divides into five sections, each of which lists various characteristics that define that section. Under the first section, “manner of revelation,” various mediums by which the revelation is communicated are listed as well as several features associated both with the mediator and the human recipient. The two largest sections are dedicated to the content of the revelation; one treats temporal elements such as protology, history, present salvation and the eschatological milieu, and the other addresses the spatial, otherworldly components. The fourth section briefly addresses the parenesis flowing from the mediator to the recipient of the revelation, and the concluding section lists both instructions to the recipient and the presence of a narrative conclusion.




    1.1.3. Other Scholarly Approaches to Defining Apocalypse. While most in the academy tend to accept this rather comprehensive working definition, not all fully embrace it. Even after the SBL study group’s groundbreaking work was completed, several lamented that it did not go far enough to clarify which books are most clearly apocalyptic, and others suggested that it went too far. Writing after the study group’s work, R. Webb still referred to apocalyptic as a “slippery term” and offered a helpful survey of four main approaches to defining apocalyptic. First, the “traditional” approach is represented by K. Koch’s work, which compiles lists of apocalyptic characteristics and compares prospective works to those characteristics (Koch, 18-35). It emphasizes the content of an apocalypse, such as that found in apocalyptic eschatology as compared with prophetic eschatology (see 1.2.4 below), but neglects important features such as history. Second, the “literary-form” approach emphasizes the literary features of an apocalypse, in particular, the simple presence of a revelation. C. Rowland’s work best exemplifies this approach (Rowland 1982, 14), and it is criticized for being too inclusive because it displaces the central role of apocalyptic eschatology. Third, the “essentialist” approach of E. P. Sanders combines the traditional and the literary-form approaches by combining the place of a revelation with the content of hope for restored circumstances (Sanders, 458). It is also considered vulnerable to being overly inclusive. Fourth, Webb describes the work of the SBL group as an “eclectic” attempt to incorporate recurring traits while simultaneously elevating those traits traditionally limited to apocalypses, such as apocalyptic eschatology. One can see that integration within the paradigm itself as “revelation” is central in both its “manner” and its “content.” In the end, Collins felt that “transcendence” serves as the core characteristic of the master paradigm, defining both the literary form and the content of a prospective apocalyptic work (J. Collins 1979, 10-12). To date, despite many challenges to it, the work of the SBL study group has yet to be eclipsed and continues to serve as the benchmark for defining what the term apocalypse means and how it is manifested in both biblical and extrabiblical works.




    1.2. Terms.




    1.2.1. Apocalypticism. The term apocalypticism can be construed as “the ideology of a movement that shares the conceptual structure of the apocalypses” (J. Collins 1998, 3). It is generally accepted that something of an apocalyptic movement existed in the period between the second century BC and the second century AD, from which apocalyptic works abound and during which, one might say, apocalypticism flourished. Several examples emerging from this period support this notion. Apocalyptic fervor can be found in many pseudepigraphal works, such as the several books of Enoch and Baruch and various Testaments. Apocalyptic features also influence the deuterocanonical books, such as in Maccabees and perhaps the Wisdom of Solomon. In addition, the Qumran community that produced the Dead Sea Scrolls is widely recognized as an apocalyptic group producing several works indicating that apocalypticism defined much of the life, writings and culture of this group. Apocalyptic impulses seem to enter into the LXX as well. For example, Job is described as being resurrected in LXX Job 42:17, whereas no such mention is found in the MT of Job. Naturally, apocalyptic ideas heavily season all of the NT, not the least of which is found in Jesus’ teachings in Matthew 24—25; Mark 13 and Paul’s teachings (e.g., 1 Thess 4), and some even suggest that James 5 evinces apocalyptic ideas.




    1.2.2. Eschatology. The term eschatology generally refers to the study of all matters concerning the end times, which, as seen in the SBL master paradigm, play a significant role in defining a legitimate work of apocalypse. However, a distinction is often made between prophetic eschatology and apocalyptic eschatology. P. Hanson usually is credited with making the distinction as part of his immensely important study examining the origins of apocalypses, which will be considered in greater detail below.




    1.2.3. Apocalyptic Eschatology. Hanson defined the term apocalyptic eschatology as “a religious perspective which focuses on the prophetic announcement to the nation of the disclosure (usually esoteric in nature) to the elect of the cosmic vision of Yahweh’s sovereignty—especially as it relates to his acting to deliver his faithful—which disclosure the visionaries have largely ceased to translate into the terms of plain history, real politics, and human instrumentality due to a pessimistic view of reality growing out of the bleak post-exilic conditions within which those associated with the visionaries found themselves. Those conditions seemed unsuitable to them as a context for the envisioned restoration of Yahweh’s people” (Hanson 1979, 11-12).




    1.2.4. Prophetic Eschatology. Hanson defined the term prophetic eschatology as “a religious perspective which focuses on the prophetic announcement to the nation of the divine plans for Israel and the world which the prophet has witnessed unfolding in the *divine council and which he translates into the terms of plain history, real politics, and human instrumentality; that is, the prophet interprets for the king and the people how the plans of the divine council will be effected within the context of their nation’s history and the history of the world” (Hanson 1975, 11).




    1.2.5. Vaticinia ex Eventu. As seen in Hanson’s definitions, the one word that most readily distinguishes apocalyptic eschatology from prophetic eschatology is history. The prophets did not lose sight of events related to their own immediate world, whereas the practitioners of apocalypses were more concerned with the cosmic, transcendent “otherworldly” realm. Nevertheless, history plays a highly important role in apocalypses, especially as it relates to predicted events. Much of scholarship tends to accept the notion that the authors of apocalypses projected into the future certain so-called predictions about events that had already occurred in history. This practice is known as vaticinia ex eventu. Hanson describes this phenomenon as “retrospect” whereby the writers would “verify the visionary’s insights into the sovereignty of Yahweh” (Hanson 1975, 28). Naturally, not all scholars hold to this view, complaining that such a practice would represent a kind of uncomfortable deception not in accord with the Bible’s claims. The classic example of the debate between the two approaches is bound up in the dating of the book of Daniel. Most of scholarship holds to a second-century BC date despite the book’s self-depiction to have been written during the time of the exile in the sixth century BC. While most would share J. Collins’s view that the book of Daniel is fictive and therefore does not necessarily accurately depict actual history (J. Collins 2002, 14), others, such as E. Lucas maintain a more nuanced view, suggesting that based on literary and linguistic analyses, no final conclusion can be made concerning the dating of Daniel, and that both a second-century BC date and a sixth-century BC date could be equally substantiated while simultaneously holding to the inspiration and authority of the Bible (Lucas, 312) (see Daniel: Book of). Similar debates influence the dating of those specific sections of the prophets that seem to be affiliated with apocalypses, such as Isaiah 24—27, where many would not date this section to the time of Isaiah ben Amoz, preferring instead a postexilic date well over a century after Isaiah’s ministry.




    2. Proposed Origins of Apocalypse.




    2.1. Wisdom as Source of Apocalypse. Until G. von Rad’s paradigm-shattering hypothesis that apocalypses grew out of the Wisdom literature, scholarship tended to accept the notion that prophecy birthed apocalypse. Von Rad argued that unlike the prophets, the authors of apocalypses viewed history as determined and were therefore more naturally akin with the sages who produced the books contained in the Wisdom literature, such as Proverbs, Ecclesiastes and Job (von Rad 1965, 2:301-8). While the intersection of apocalypse and wisdom had been examined in the nineteenth century and early twentieth century, it was likely the massive influence of von Rad himself that forced scholarship to reconsider the theory. Von Rad argued, “The decisive factor, as I see it, is the incompatibility between apocalyptic literature’s view of history and that of the prophets. The prophetic message is specifically rooted in the saving history, that is to say, it is rooted in definite election traditions. But there is no way which leads from this to the apocalyptic view of history” (von Rad 1965, 2:303). In addition to the differing views of history, von Rad argued that “knowledge based on a universal Jahwism” was an essential connection between wisdom and apocalypse (von Rad 1965, 2:308). Von Rad’s later work on the Wisdom literature further developed the central place of determinism as a formative link between wisdom and apocalypse, arguing that history was subordinate to divine determination, and that determinism, even more so than eschatology, was pivotal to an apocalypse (von Rad 1972, 278). Von Rad’s inability to produce a biblical book that clearly demonstrated the transition from wisdom to apocalypse contributed to scholarship’s resistance to his thesis. More recent research into the apocalyptic impulses prevailing in the book of Job may provide a starting point for reengaging von Rad’s view (Johnson, 170). Nevertheless, von Rad’s theory stimulated further research into the possibility of wisdom being the source for apocalypse.




    2.2. Mantic Wisdom as Source of Apocalypse. Picking up where von Rad left off, H. Müller refined the theory, arguing that Mesopotamian mantic wisdom instead of Jewish wisdom was a more likely candidate as the source of apocalypse. Employing the book of Daniel as an archetype, Müller argued that Daniel 1—6 represented the kind of mantic wisdom typically affiliated with Mesopotamian sages, according nicely with Daniel’s purported provenance. Müller argued the latter half of Daniel (Dan 7—12) represented the transformation from mantic wisdom into an apocalyptic ethos marked by eschatology, pseudepigraphy and special enlightenment. M. Fishbane also perceived mantic influences in Daniel. However, accepting that mantic influences can be found throughout Daniel, and in several other prophetic books such as Isaiah, Ezekiel, Jeremiah and Zechariah, Fishbane argued that the author of Daniel strategically assembled older prophecies that resulted in introducing the reader to the “mental world of the wise believers” who were able to produce “an atmosphere of confidence in the inevitability of the apocalyptic forecast” (Fishbane, 493-94). Building on Fishbane’s work, paying particular attention to Zechariah 9—13, K. Larkin’s study reinforces the possibility that mantic wisdom served as an important source of apocalypse. She concludes that “formal wisdom can have an influence on the production of eschatology, and this is demonstrated in Zechariah 9-13, a mantological anthology which pays respect to prophetic and historical traditions as well as to cultic traditions” (Larkin, 253).




    2.3. Prophecy as Source of Apocalypse. Returning to scholarship’s traditional view that prophecy was the source of apocalypse, Hanson’s influential work continues to represent one of the most accepted defenses within scholarship. Dispensing with those who argued that apocalypses emerged from either Persian Zoroastrianism or various forms of ancient Near Eastern wisdom, Hanson considered various ancient Near Eastern influences “late” and “limited in their influence to peripheral embellishments” (Hanson 1975, 7-8). Instead, Hanson argued that apocalyptic eschatology owes itself to an “unbroken development from pre-exilic and exilic prophecy.” Prior to the fall of Jerusalem in 587 BC, the prophetic trajectory is described by Hanson as marked by an effort to integrate Yahweh’s cosmic rule with the Jewish historical and political situation. However, after 587 BC, the Jews’ barren political landscape produced a change whereby the prophets were replaced by “visionaries” who, while sharing the prophetic practice of receiving visions, began to “abdicate the other dimension of the prophetic office, the translation from prophetic into historic events” (Hanson 1975, 16). Hanson then seeks to discover biblical works that reveal this transition from prophets to visionaries, which, he asserts, is most ideally located in Isaiah 55—66. He argues that the supposed postexilic context demonstrates a more pessimistic period wherein the hope for restoration was waning, and that the “political-historical realm was overcome by evil, and was no longer a realm over which they had any control” (Hanson 1975, 26). He concludes with the following four assertions concerning the source of apocalyptic eschatology: (1) it is “solidly” in the prophetic tradition of Israel; (2) it occurred in the sixth to fifth centuries BC; (3) its essential characteristic is the “abandonment of the prophetic task of translating the vision of the divine council into historical terms”; (4) a struggle within the community in the Second Temple period existed between the visionary and the “hierocratic” elements, which refers to those of the Zadokite priesthood, which served “as the sole custodian of the central cult for the remainder of the Persian period, and was in position to mold the character of postexilic Judaism along the lines of its temple theology” (Hanson 1975, 29). Naturally, not all concur that Hanson’s conclusions are definitive, and, in particular, Hanson’s central tenet of a dualist polarization existing within Judaism is frequently challenged as reductionist. While Hanson’s historical reconstructions surely influence his hermeneutics and have received much-needed critical responses, his primary contribution was to reestablish the hypothesis that apocalypses emerged from prophecy. At the same time, one of his most lasting contributions to the study of apocalypses has been to identify several prophetic works under the category of “early apocalyptic” dating to the late sixth and early fifth centuries BC that represent various stages of development between prophecy and apocalyptic as a way to “escape from the harsh realities of this world which were contradicting the covenant promises” (Hanson 1975, 27). He lists several examples that will be examined below.




    3. Theology or Function of Apocalypse.




    3.1. Rejected and Accepted. Because of the fantastic images and seemingly unintelligible language commonly associated with apocalypses, many deride this category of biblical literature as being too dangerous to integrate into meaningful theological reflection. For some, the apparent presence of overly mythic and violent features demands that the message of apocalypses cannot be taken seriously. At the same time, heightened popular appreciation for apocalypses in nearly every generation dissuades theologians from retreating too far away. Rare is the culture where some contemporary apocalyptic discourse concerning the end of time is lacking.




    3.2. Exhortation and Consolation. In seeking to address what purpose may lay behind an apocalypse, D. Hellholm offered a corollary to the SBL’s working definition, adding that apocalypses were “intended for a group in crisis with the purpose of exhortation and/or consolation by means of divine authority” (Hellholm, 27). J. Collins concurs: “The illocutionary functions and consolation can generally be maintained for Jewish apocalypses” (Collins 1998, 41). A. Collins supports the notion that apocalypses were designed to bridge the gap between the transcendent world and the earthly realm by seeking to “influence both the understanding and behavior of the audience by means of divine authority” (A. Collins 1986, 7). Accordingly, in times of crisis, whatever action was promoted by the writer was deemed credible because God’s voice was added, thereby establishing the message as authoritative.




    3.3. Resistance Literature. A. Portier-Young recently argued that the first Jewish apocalypses arose as literary forms of resistance to the prevailing empire. Because empires exerted tremendous influence over culture, dominating every facet of life, resisting this suffocating influence “required challenging not only the physical means of coercion, but also the empire’s claims about knowledge and the world” (Portier-Young, xxii). Building on the work of R. Albertz, Portier-Young concentrates her study on Hellenistic apocalypses and identifies two forms of resistance to empire: resistance action and resistant discourse, the latter being capable of replacing the “logic of empire” with an “alternative vision of reality” where God’s hidden power and providence are revealed (Portier-Young, 44). Therefore, as resistance literature, the Hellenistic apocalypses “asserted a threatened identity and covenant and empowered their readers for resistance” (Portier-Young, 382).




    3.4. Hope in the Future. Hanson emphasizes the importance of hope in apocalypses, arguing that those who are in despair of their earthly circumstances look to the work of God’s future plan as both an inspiration to endure and a source of comfort (Hanson 1987, 28). This hope and comfort are situated on the “central confessions of Yahwistic, and, especially, prophetic faith.” God is just, compassionate and sovereign and will not forsake his people as he directs history towards its divine purpose where evil cannot prevail (Hanson 1987, 42, 64).




    3.5. Perseverance in Suffering. Other research in apocalyptic literature suggests that a central message is that of persevering in one’s faith in the midst of suffering (Johnson). Apocalypses clearly were written during times of crisis, whether during the Babylonian captivity in the sixth century BC, or under the threatening hand of Antiochus Epiphanes in the second century BC, or during the persecutions of Christians in the first century AD. In whatever context, the authors of the biblical apocalypses championed one central message: never lose faith in God, even in the midst of desperate suffering, for God will reward the faithful and punish the wicked. For example, in Daniel 12:12 the angel regards those as blessed who are able to persevere during the period when the regular burnt offerings are taken away and the time of the abomination of desolation is established. In Revelation 14:12 we read, “Here is a call for the endurance of the saints, those who keep the commandments of God and their faith in Jesus” (ESV).




    4. Early Apocalyptic in the Prophets.




    4.1. Early Apocalypses. If Hanson is correct that prophecy is the parent of apocalypses, then we should not be surprised to find examples of nascent apocalypses in the prophetic corpus. Hanson has pointed to several of these sections within the prophetic corpus that he labels either “proto-apocalyptic” or “early apocalypse.” Having reviewed many of the most salient features associated with apocalypses, we may find it helpful to examine some of those prophetic sections in light of what scholarship has come to identify as apocalyptic.




    4.2. Isaiah 24—27. *Isaiah’s third set of oracles is often called the “Isaiah Apocalypse.” Many have considered the overtly eschatological themes contained within these four chapters to be the primary witness to an early form of apocalypse. As noted earlier, Hanson considers this section of Isaiah to be a late sixth-century or early fifth-century BC example of “early apocalyptic.” While others, such as J. Motyer (Motyer, 162) and J. Watts (Watts, 310), are less inclined to do so, arguing instead that treating these chapters as apocalyptic merely on their eschatological features is a stretch, the material does seem to lend itself to several other apocalyptic characteristics that suggest that it is indeed akin to apocalypses. The section’s opening words portend the eschaton: “Behold, the LORD will empty the earth and make it desolate, and he will twist its surface and scatter its inhabitants” (Is 24:1 ESV). A global final judgment appears to be in view, which is reiterated on several occasions—for example, “Therefore the inhabitants of the earth are scorched, and few men are left” (Is 24:6 ESV). The earth itself suffers during this conflagration: “The earth is utterly broken, the earth is split apart, the earth is violently shaken” (Is 24:19 ESV). Despite this calamitous description of the end, hope continues to reside in the Lord of hosts, who will “make for all peoples a feast of rich food. . . . He will swallow up death forever; and the Lord GOD will wipe away tears from all faces” (Is 25:6-8 ESV). Keeping with the theological motif of enduring in the midst of suffering, Isaiah declares with a hint of triumphalism, “It will be said on that day, ‘Behold, this is our God; we have waited for him, that he might save us. This is the LORD; we have waited for him; let us be glad and rejoice in his salvation’” (Is 25:9 ESV). Resurrection is possibly suggested as an example of this hope: “Your dead shall live; their bodies shall rise. You who dwell in the dust, awake and sing for joy!” (Is 26:19 ESV). Symbolizing the death of evil, in God’s final judgment he will punish “Leviathan the fleeing serpent, Leviathan the twisting serpent, and will slay the dragon that is in the sea” (Is 27:1 ESV). Finally, Israel will then “blossom and put forth shoots and fill the whole world with fruit,” and “in that day a great trumpet will be blown, and those who were lost in the land of Assyria and those who were driven out to the land of Egypt will come and worship theLORD on the holy mountain at Jerusalem” (Is 27:6, 13 ESV). One can readily identify many apocalyptic themes in this section of Isaiah that correlate nicely with several elements listed in the SBL master paradigm such that it would be difficult not to construe Isaiah 24—27 as anything other than an early form of apocalyptic.




    4.3. Ezekiel 38—39. Referring to a future invasion of Israel, this exilic prophecy identifies the mysterious Gog of Magog as a chief adversary that God will ultimately destroy. L. Allen refers to it as protoapocalyptic and cites P. Grech, who wrote that *Ezekiel was “an example of apocalyptic taking off but still touching the runway” (Allen, 210). Further confirming its apocalyptic flavor, Gog and Magog resurface in Revelation 20 at the end of Jesus’ millennial reign: “And when the thousand years are ended, Satan will be released from his prison and will come out to deceive the nations that are at the four corners of the earth, Gog and Magog, to gather them for battle; their number is like the sand of the sea” (Rev 20:7-8 ESV). Allen also indicates that the Gog unit in Ezekiel “colored the prediction of the end of Antiochus Epiphanes” in Daniel 11:40-45, and then, perhaps referring to the Jewish tractate “Succos,” Allen asserts that these chapters “became a firm part of Jewish eschatology in rabbinic tradition” (Allen, 210). For example, Ezekiel 38:16 states, “In the latter days I will bring you against my land, that the nations may know me, when through you, O Gog, I vindicate my holiness before their eyes” (ESV). God’s sovereignty even over Gog’s motivation for invading Israel demonstrates that he has complete control over historical events. The identity of Gog and Magog has perplexed scholars, and no consensus has emerged; however, the overt references to a final battle and Israel’s complete restoration clearly reveal an early form of apocalypse.




    4.4. Zechariah.




    4.4.1. Zechariah 1—8. Even though Hanson did not consider Zechariah 1—8 to be a source of early apocalyptic, several others have seen clear apocalyptic indicators in this section and would argue that the first part of *Zechariah is an extremely important representation of protoapocalypse (Cook, 125-27). For example, in Zechariah 1:8 we are immediately introduced to Zechariah’s vision of horsemen that transports us to similar images of eschatological judgment in both Zechariah 10 and Revelation 6: “I saw in the night, and behold, a man riding on a red horse! He was standing among the myrtle trees in the glen, and behind him were red sorrel, and white horses” (Zech 1:8 ESV). All four horsemen and their chariots are sent to patrol the earth in Zechariah 6. Other key apocalyptic images include the presence of Satan in Zechariah 3, lampstands in Zechariah 4, and personified “Wickedness” being judged in Zechariah 5. In addition, S. Cook considers the seemingly dualistic distinction between the present age and the coming age as a reflection of “the coming millennial era” in Zechariah 8 (Cook, 129).




    4.4.2. Zechariah 9—14. Hanson argued that Zechariah 9—14 represents a protoapocalyptic work communicating oracles from the same visionary tradition found in Isaiah 55—66 (Hanson 1979, 286). With the prospect for a transformed society unlikely, Hanson argues that the writers adopted the myth of divine warrior for their apocalyptic projection of the future in order to “keep faith alive” (Hanson 1987, 115-16). This apocalyptic vision required a new creation to defeat evil and allow justice and peace to flourish (Hanson 1987, 116-17). Although apocalyptic features certainly exist in these six chapters, only in Zechariah 14 can a full-blown apocalypse be found (Smith, 285). The ultimate battle is prophesied in Zechariah 14:2-4; “For I will gather all the nations against Jerusalem to battle. . . . Then the LORD will go out and fight against those nations. . . . On that day his feet shall stand on the Mount of Olives” (ESV). Yahweh is portrayed as coming with his “holy ones” to rescue his people, and some see this as a reference to the so-called rapture in 1 Thessalonians 4:13-17 (Zech 14:5 ESV). Ushering in the new era of peace, the final day will discover that “living waters shall flow out from Jerusalem. . . . And the LORD will be king over all the earth (Zech 14:8-9 ESV). Even the topography will be changed, as the whole land will be transformed into a plain (Zech 14:10 ESV). Jerusalem will be secured and never again have to exist in insecurity (Zech 14:10-11 ESV).




    4.5. Joel 2:28—3:2. This brief passage functions as part of *Joel’s second oracle that addresses how God will restore his people and subjugate their enemies. It is packed with apocalyptic imagery, including “wonders in the heavens and on the earth, blood and fire and columns of smoke” all happening “before the great and awesome day of the Lord comes” (Joel 2:30-31 ESV). Judgment defines the book, and D. Stuart recognizes that two “Days of Yahweh” exist in Joel, one directed to the timeframe of Joel, and one directed to the future. The time between the two judgments is uncertain, but a “more distant end” seems to be of great concern for the writer (Stuart, 231).




    5. Summary.




    While not claiming to have the final word, the SBL study group’s definition of apocalypse and its accompanying master paradigm have been widely accepted as the standard for discerning whether or not a particular work could be considered an apocalypse. When one applies this to certain passages in the prophetic corpus, several embryonic forms of apocalypse represented in a variety of prophetic books can easily be identified.




    The presence of so many protoapocalyptic sections testifies to the ongoing importance of investigating the relationship between apocalypse and prophecy. The numerous witnesses of this particular generic intersection have led many prominent scholars to conclude that prophecy is the most natural source for apocalypse. While much research prefers mantic wisdom as an alternative source for apocalypse, perhaps not enough attention has been given to von Rad’s proposal that Jewish wisdom is the source. Research into the apocalyptic impulses woven throughout the book of Job suggests that a fresh analysis of von Rad’s thesis is merited (Johnson).




    Identifying the source greatly impacts one’s decision regarding the social context from which apocalypse grew, which in turn influences decisions about dating, provenance and purpose. All of these naturally weigh into how one interprets apocalyptic texts. To date, prophecy is the regnant hypothesis, but enough alternatives exist to suggest that more research is required.




    See also Daniel: Book of; Daniel: History of Interpretation; Eschatology; Prophecy, History of; Prophecy and Wisdom; Visions, Prophetic.
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    Apocrypha, Prophetic. See Dead Sea Scrolls.




    ARAMAIC LANGUAGE




    In contrast to the Aramaic of the book of Ezra, which appears in official letters from the Achaemenid (Persian) period (see DOTHB, Aramaic Language), the Aramaic of the book of *Daniel appears in stories and visions (i.e., in literary texts) set in the Neo-Babylonian and Achaemenid periods (Dan 2:4b—7:28). The Aramaic of Daniel differs slightly from that of Ezra and, like that of Ezra, can be placed in the Achaemenid period. However, Standard Literary Aramaic, to which the Aramaic of Daniel belongs, developed from Official Aramaic and continued throughout the ancient Near East until after the Greek conquest (Kaufman, 115). Aramaic literary texts from Qumran were composed in forms of Standard Literary Aramaic, not in Palestinian Aramaic. Consequently, the Aramaic of Daniel shares some features with the Aramaic found in Qumran literary texts (see Dead Sea Scrolls).




    The versification of the MT differs in places from that of the English translations: MT 3:31-33 = ET 4:1-3; MT 4:1-34 = ET 4:4-37; MT 6:1 = ET 5:31; MT 6:2-29 = ET 6:1-28. Due to its technical nature, this article will be referenced according to the MT.




    This article does not include a discussion of the question of an Aramaic original for Daniel 1, which purportedly was translated into Hebrew (Collins, 38). The presence of an Aramaism such as ʾăšer lāmmâ (Aram dlmh, “lest” [Dan 1:10]) does not prove translation from Aramaic to Hebrew, but it does demonstrate Aramaic influence on Hebrew.




    Aramaic, a West Semitic language with a datable history of some three thousand years, served as the lingua franca for the empires of Assyria, Babylonia and Persia. According to Genesis, the patriarchs of Israel had Aramean roots. Arameans such as Balaam the son of Beor and the Aramean kingdoms of Aram-Zobah and Aram-Damascus played notable roles in the history of biblical Israel. (For a fuller discussion of Aramaic and the importance of Aramaic in the world of ancient Israel, see Lund, 50-53.)
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    1. Sources.




    The MT and fragmentary texts from Qumran (1Q71; 1Q72; 4Q112; 4Q113; 4Q115) serve as the sources for our knowledge of the Aramaic of Daniel. 1Q71 contains fragments of Daniel 2:4-6; 1Q72 contains fragments of Daniel 3:23-31; 4Q112 contains fragments of Daniel 2:9—7:28; 4Q113 contains fragments of Daniel 5:10—7:28; 4Q115 purportedly contains fragments of Daniel 3:24-25; 4:6, 13-15; 7:16-17.




    2. Bilingualism in Daniel.




    The book of Daniel is written partly in Hebrew (Dan 1:1—2:4a; 8:1—12:13) and partly in Aramaic (Dan 2:4b—7:28). Rather than being due to amalgamation, a bilingual author deliberately used both languages to express change in point of view; in the Hebrew sections the author writes from an ideological internal position, while in the Aramaic section he is more detached (Arnold, 9-13). The Aramaic section, Aramaic being the language of the world, focuses on the eternal and universal rule of God over the nations (Albertz, 175-79), while the Hebrew sections, Hebrew being the language of Israel, focuses on how the stories and visions relate specifically to Israel. The use of Aramaic in Daniel lends authenticity to stories set in foreign lands (see Snell, 43).




    3. Vocabulary of the Aramaic of Daniel.




    Vocabulary choice in the Aramaic suggests a time of composition in the Persian period, despite the use of Greek words for musical instruments, which some herald as evidence of a Greek time period.




    3.1. Greek Words. Three Greek words, all names of musical instruments, appear in the Aramaic of Daniel: qîtrôs (Qere qatrôs or qatrōs), “kithara” (Dan 3:5, 7, 10, 15); sûmĕpōnĕyâ (Dan 3:5, 15) or sîppōnĕyâ (Qere sûppōnĕyâ) “bagpipe, drum” (Dan 3:10) (see Mitchell and Joyce, 25-26); and pĕsantērîn (Dan 3:5, 10, 15) or pĕsanṭērîn, “harp” (Dan 3:7). Whereas once this was trumpeted as a clear indication of a late date of the Aramaic of Daniel, Greek influence is widely attested in the Near East already in the eighth through sixth centuries BC, so that such a claim is dubious in and of itself (Kitchen, 44-50).




    3.2. Persian Words. Persian terms, specifically Old Persian terms (Kitchen, 43), to describe functionaries in Nebuchadnezzar’s court appear to be substitutions for Babylonian terms and indicate composition in the Achaemenid period: ʾăḥašdarpan, “satrap”; ʾădargāzar, “counselor”; gĕdābar, “treasurer”; dĕtābar, “law official”; and tiptāyēʾ (sg. form uncertain), “magi­strates” (Dan 3:2). The adjective ʾazdāʾ, “certain,” also appears (Dan 2:5).




    3.3. Aramaic Glosses. The phrase bĕnoghāʾ, “at dawn,” appears to be a gloss of bišparpārāʾ, “at dawn” (Dan 6:20). The fact that both phrases apparently occur in 4Q113 and are represented in Theodotion’s LXX text would point to a very early textual development (see Text and Textual Criticism). J. Collins suggests that in Daniel 4:12 the phrase baʿăśab ʾarʿāʾ, “in the grass of the earth,” is a gloss of bĕditʾāʾ dî bārāʾ, “in the grass of the field,” since it is omitted in Daniel 4:20, where the rest of the sentence is repeated with a slight change (Collins 210, 227). Yet, it seems strange that a gloss would be so far removed from what it glosses.




    3.4. The Form daḥăwān. The translation of the enigmatic feminine plural form daḥăwān (Dan 6:19) as “diversions” offers a reasonable compromise between the contextual guesses “foods,” “musical instruments,” “musicians,” and “dancing girls”—pleasures and amusements fit for a king. The translation “concubines” requires emendation to lĕḥēnān.




    3.5. The Form kaśdâ. The form kaśdâ, “Chaldean,” with the sibilant ś, appears in the Aramaic of Daniel, whereas the form kaldu, “Chaldea,” (< *kašdu), with the liquid l, appears in a Neo-Assyrian royal inscription, written in Standard Literary Babylonian. In Standard Literary Babylonian the combination sibilant + dental (here ś + d) becomes l + dental (here l + d).




    3.6. The Root šdr. The root šdr means “to strive”: hăwāʾ mištaddar lĕḥaṣṣālûtēh, “he was struggling to rescue him” (Dan 6:15). This root is cognate with later Aramaic ʾištaddal, “to strive, struggle,” and later Hebrew hištaddēl, “to strive, struggle,” the letters rêš and lāmed being liquids.




    3.7. Complementary Verbal Roots.




    3.7.1. The Root yhb. The root yhb, “to give,” is used for the suffix conjugation, the active participle, and the imperative, while the root ntn, “to give,” is used for the prefix conjugation and, in Ezra, the infinitive.




    3.7.2. The Root ykl. The root ykl, “to be able,” appears in the suffix conjugation, the prefix conjugation, and the active participle; the root khl, “to be able,” appears only in the active participle.




    4. The Function of the Qere in Relation to the Kethib in the MT of Daniel.




    W. Morrow and E. Clarke proposed that the Qere (reading tradition) of Daniel reflects an early spoken Palestinian dialect dating to AD 200-600. S. Fassberg criticized their thesis on methodological grounds, demonstrating that they ignored relevant comparative data, the omission of which skewed their results. Fassberg dates the Qere of Daniel much earlier than do Morrow and Clarke. In fact, for one feature at least—the morphology of the middle weak participle—comparative material attests the form of the Qere of Daniel earlier than the Kethib of Daniel (Fassberg, 11). This section will present how the Qere differs from the Kethib without arguing why. Diachronic difference in dialect is not the only possible solution.




    4.1. To Record Alternate Phonology.




    4.1.1. The Attached Second-Person Singular Pronoun to Masculine Plural Nouns and to Prepositions. With masculine plural nouns, the Kethib records the ending -ayik, while the Qere reads -āk: lĕʿabdayik is written, lĕʿabdāk is read, “your servants” (Dan 2:4); lĕśānĕʾayik is written, lĕśānĕʾāk is read, “to those who hate you” (Dan 4:16). The prepositions ʿl and qdm also exhibit this same variation: ʿălayik is written, ʿălāk is read, “concerning you” (Dan 5:14); qādāmayik is written, qādāmāk is read, “before you” (Dan 6:23).




    4.1.2. The Feminine Absolute Form or Determined Masculine Singular Form of Ordinals, Gentilics, and Adjectives ending in -āy. The Kethib records the ending as -āyāʾ, while the Qere records it as -āʾâ: tĕlîtāyāʾ over against tĕlîtāʾâ, “a third [kingdom]” (Dan 2:39); rĕbîʿāyāʾ in contrast to rĕbîʿāʾâ, “a fourth [kingdom]” (Dan 7:23); kaśdāyāʾ set against kaśdāʾâ, “the Chaldean king” (Dan 5:30); pārĕsāyāʾ versus pārĕsāʾâ, “[Cyrus] the Persian” (Dan 6:29); ʿillāyāʾ against ʿillāʾâ, “the Most High [God]” (Dan 3:26).




    4.1.3. The Determined Masculine Plural Form of the Gentilic. The Kethib records the ending of the masculine plural form of gentilics as -āyēʾ, while the Qere records it as -āʾê: kaśdāyēʾ over against kaśdāʾê, “the Chaldeans” (Dan 4:4).




    4.1.4. Middle Weak Active Participle Masculine Plural. The Kethib reads zāʾăʿîn, while the Qere reads zāyĕʿîn, “trembling” (Dan 5:19).




    4.2. To Distinguish a Feminine Third Person Plural Morpheme in the Suffix Conjugation. The Qere preserves a distinct feminine plural morpheme -â, while the Kethib uses the masculine plural morpheme -û for both masculine and feminine: nĕpaqû is written, nĕpaqâ is read (subject ʾeṣbĕʿān, “fingers”), “came out” (Dan 5:5); ʾetʿăqarû is written, ʾetʿăqarâ is read (referent “horns”), “they were plucked up” (Dan 7:8); ûnĕpalû is written, ûnĕpalâ is read (referent “horns”), “and they fell” (Dan 7:20).




    4.3. To Record an Alternative Form of the Second-Person Singular Personal Pronoun. The Qere reads ʾant over against the Kethib, which reads ʾantâ, “you” (Dan 2:29). The form ʾantâ also appears in Aramaic texts from Qumran.




    4.4. To Correct a Hebrew Form into an Aramaic Form.




    4.4.1. The Form ʾalpîn. The Qere ʾalpîn, “thousands” (Dan 7:10), an Aramaic form, corrects the Kethib ʾalpîm, a Hebraism (the corresponding Hebrew vocalization is ʾălāpîm). However, the Masoretes did not correct the Hebrew form ʾănāšîm, “men” (Dan 4:14).




    4.4.2. The Forms tîkkûl and tikkûl. The Qere readings tîkkûl and tikkûl, “you are able” (Dan 5:16), correct the Hebrew form tûkal twice, perhaps unnecessarily, since the Hebrew form yûkal appears in Daniel 2:10. Yet the Aramaic form yikkûl also appears (Dan 3:29). A bilingual author could mix languages.




    4.5. To Correct Spelling.




    4.5.1. The Form ʾeštannî. The Qere ʾeštannî, “was changed,” a singular form, corrects the Kethib ʾeṣtannû, a plural form, to make it agree with the singular subject ṣĕlemʾanpôhî, “the visage of his face” (Dan 3:19); that is, read yôd for wāw.




    4.5.2. The Form šālû. The Qere šālû, “error,” corrects the Kethib šlh (meaning uncertain) (Dan 3:29); that is, read wāw for hê.




    4.6. To Record a Ben Asher Reading. The Qere ribĕbān, “myriads,” records a reading of Ben Asher against the Kethib ribbĕwān (Dan 7:10).




    4.7. To Delete a Superfluous Letter. In Daniel 4:14 the Qere deletes what the Masoretes viewed as a superfluous wāw in the Kethib ʾnwšʾ, reading ʾănāšāʾ, “[the kingdom of] men” (the same Qere/Kethib appears in Daniel 4:13 without the notation “superfluous”). Official Aramaic does have one attestation of ʾnwšʾ, however, meaning “household” (TAD D 8.4:24), so it could be a legitimate Aramaic form in Daniel. In Dan. 2:39 the Qere ʾăraʿ, “lower,” an absolute form, deletes the final ʾālep of the Kethib ʾarʿāʾ, a determined form (Dan 2:39).




    5. Orthography and Phonology of the Aramaic of Daniel.




    The orthography and phonology of the Aramaic of Daniel fit nicely into Standard Literary Aramaic, a dialect arising from the Official Aramaic of the Persian Empire. The representation of */ḏ/ by d and */ḍ/ by ʿ, the use of ś as opposed to s, dissimilation by nûn, the open final long /ā/ in the word kĕmâ as over against later kmn, and the spelling of the causative and reflexive conjugations with both h and ʾ demonstrate this.




    5.1. Consonantal Representation of */ḏ/. Extrabiblical Aramaic texts from the fifth and fourth centuries BC—the Achaemenid texts from Egypt, the legal texts from Wadi Daliyeh, and the Idumean Ostraca—almost always use zî (“of, who, which, that”), although dî also appears (TAD A 2.3; 2.4; B 3.4; 3.12). The Aramaic of both Daniel and Ezra use only dî. The Aramaic of Daniel uses the noun dĕhab, “gold” (Dan 2:32), in contrast to zhb, widely attested in the Aramaic texts from Egypt. However, TAD B 3.1:9 has the spelling dhb too. In the past, some have argued for a later dating of Biblical Aramaic based on this phenomenon, but the external evidence no longer warrants this deduction. The earliest dated document that has d instead of z dates from 483 BC: lmʾḥd, “to seize” (TAD B 4.4:17). The form dh, “this” (TAD A 2.5:7), appearing in a text from Hermopolis, may be as early as the late sixth century BC.




    5.2. The Consonant ʿ Represents */ḍ/. The Aramaic of Daniel, like that of Ezra, uses ʿ to represent */ḍ/, not the chronologically earlier q preserved in the Aramaic texts from Egypt, the Samaritan papyri from Wadi Daliyeh, and the book of Jeremiah. Daniel reads ʾarʿāʾ, “the land” (Dan 2:35), as against ʾarqāʾ, “the earth” (Jer 10:11), and ʾāʿāʾ, “wood” (Dan 5:4, 23), as opposed to ʿq.




    5.3. The Consonant ś Does Not Change to s as in Later Dialects. The Aramaic of Daniel retains the spelling with /ś/, not replacing it with s as in later dialects: śaggîʾ, “abundant” (Dan 4:9); śām (+ ṭĕʿēm), “give an order” (Dan 6:14). This feature characterizes Standard Literary Aramaic: śgyʾyn, “great” (4Q207 1, 4); śm, “set” (11Q10 XXXVIII, 5), but contrast symw, “place” (11Q10 XXI, 5); śymʾ, “be situated” (1Q20 XXII, 10).




    5.4. Dissimilation by Nûn. The progressively assimilated root ydʿ, “know,” producing gemination is dissimilated by nûn: *maddaʿ > mandaʿ, “intelligence” (Dan 5:12). The root ʿll, “enter,” also exhibits dissimilation by nûn in the causative suffix conjugation: hanʿēl, “brought in” (Dan 2:25). These phenomena also appear in the Aramaic documents from Egypt. With regard to the verb slq, “go up,” the hapʿel infinitive of the causative conjugation substitutes nasalization for gemination (Rosenthal, §21): lĕhansāqâ, “[the king commanded] to bring [Daniel] up [from the pit]” (Dan 6:24).




    5.5. Representation of Final Long /ā/. Final long /ā/ can be represented by ʾālep or hê without distinction, as demonstrated by kĕtābāʾ and kĕtābâ, “writing” (Dan 5:24, 7). Final long /ā/ is not closed with a nûn as in some later Aramaic dialects: bĕʿênāʾ, “we requested” (Dan 2:23), and rĕmênāʾ, “we threw” (Dan 3:24). Compare bʾdnynʾ šmʿnʾ, “with our ears we heard” (11Q10 XIII, 3). Contrast kĕmâ, “how” (Dan 3:33), with kmn found in the later 1Q20 XXII, 29 (1Q20 also attests kmʾ [1Q20 XX, 4]).




    5.6. Spelling of the Causative and Passive/Reflexive Conjugations.




    5.6.1. Causative. While the Aramaic of Daniel overwhelmingly prefers to mark the causative with h, it also uses ʾ: hanpēq, “[which Nebuchadnezzar] brought” (Dan 5:2); ʾattarû, “strip off [its leaves]” (Dan 4:11), < ntr.




    5.6.2. Passive/Reflexive. While the Aramaic of Daniel allows marking of the passive/reflexive in ʾ, it prefers the marking h: hitgĕzeret (4Q112: ʾtg[zrt]), “[a stone] was cut out” (Dan 2:34); bĕhitbĕhālâ (4Q113: bʾtbh[lh]), “anxiously” (Dan 6:20).




    5.7. Consonantal Representation of */ṯ/. The consonant t represents */ṯ/: tĕkēl, “sheqel” (Dan 5:25, 27); tĕqîltâ, “you have been weighed” (Dan 5:27). By contrast, Hebrew represents this historical phoneme by š.




    6. Morphology of the Aramaic of Daniel.




    This section will include a discussion of the morphology of the pronoun, the noun, the verb, the adjective, and the adverb, with a view to better understanding the text.




    6.1. Pronouns.




    6.1.1. Independent Personal Pronouns. ʾănâ, “I” (Dan 2:8); ʾantâ = ʾant (masc. sg.), “you” (Dan 2:29 [issue of Kethib versus Qere]); hûʾ, “he” (Dan 2:47); hîʾ, “she” (Dan 2:44); ʾănaḥnâ =  ʾănaḥnāʾ, “we” (Dan 3:16-17); ʾantûn (masc. pl.), “you” (Dan 2:8); ʾinnûn, “those, them” (Dan 2:44 [see demonstrative pronouns, Dan 6:25]); ʾinnîn (fem. pl.), “they” (Dan 7:17); himmôn, “them” (Dan 2:34-35; 3:22), by contrast with Ezra, which has himmô (Ezra 4:10), as do the Achaemenid period Aramaic texts from Egypt. Independent personal pronouns in the third person may be used as demonstrative pronouns (see 6.1.3 below) or as the copula: ʾantâ hûʾ rēšâ dî dahăbāʾ, “you are the head of gold” (Dan 2:38); hălāʾ dāʾ hîʾ bābel, “is this not Babylon?” (Dan 4:27).




    6.1.2. Suffixed Personal Pronominal Elements. These elements can be suffixed to nouns, prepositions and verbs. Official Aramaic (Muraoka and Porten, 26) and the Aramaic of Ezra (Lund, 55) attest both final mêm and final nûn with pronominal elements of the second- and third-person plural; the Aramaic of Daniel according to the MT attests only the chronologically later nûn. 4Q112, however, attests forms in mêm: mnhm, “part of them” (Dan 2:42). Attested forms are as follows: -ēh as in gišmēh, “his body” (Dan 4:30); -hî after long vowels, as in ṭiprôhî, “his nails” (Dan 4:30); -k as in ʾăbûk, “your father” (Dan 5:11), and ʾĕlāhāk, “your God” (Dan 6:21) (the corresponding element -kh, in ʾbwkh and ʾlhkh found in the Qumran manuscripts of Daniel, appears to be a Hebraism); -î as in mandĕʿî, “my reason” (Dan 4:33); -nî with verbs, as in lĕhôdāʿutanî, “to tell me” (Dan 2:26); -hôn as in lĕhôn, “to them” (Dan 3:14); -hm as in mnhm, “part of them” (4Q112; Dan 2:42); -hēn as in bênêhēn, “among them” (Dan 7:8 Qere); -kôn as in ʾĕlāhăkôn, “your God” (Dan 2:47); -nāʾ as in hôdaʿtenāʾ, “you told us” (Dan 2:23). The relative pronoun dî immediately followed by the preposition l + attached personal pronoun expresses possession: hokmĕtāʾ ûgĕbûrĕtāʾ dî lēh-hîʾ, “wisdom and power are his” (Dan 2:20).




    6.1.3. Demonstrative Pronouns. dĕnâ (masc. sg.), “this” (Dan 4:15); dāʾ (fem. sg.), “this” (Dan 4:27); dikkēn, “that” (Dan 2:31); ʾillēn, “these” (Dan 7:17); ʾillēk, “those” (Dan 3:12). Personal pronouns also can serve as demonstratives: hûʾ ṣalmāʾ, “that statue” (Dan 2:32); malkayyāʾ ʾinnûn, “those kings” (Dan 2:44).




    6.1.4. Demonstrative Element h. What at first blush looks like a proleptic pronominal suffix attached to a preposition derives from a demonstrative element hā (Rosenthal, §40). Two syntagms appear: preposition with demonstrative element + determined noun, and preposition with demonstrative element + preposition with determined noun. The pseudopronominal suffixes differ in gender, the masculine being -ēh, and the feminine being -ah.




    6.1.4.1. Preposition with Demonstrative Element + Determined Noun. bēh zimnāʾ, “at that very time” (Dan 3:7); bah šaʿătāʾ, “at that very moment” (Dan 4:30); minnah malkûtâ, “from this very kingdom” (Dan 7:24).




    6.1.4.2. Preposition with Demonstrative Element + Preposition with Determined Noun. bēh bĕlêlyāʾ, “on this very night” (Dan 5:30); bēh bĕdānîyēʾl, “in this very Daniel” (Dan 5:12).




    6.1.5. Interrogative Pronouns. man, “who, whom” (Dan 3:15; 4:29), mâ, “what” (Dan 4:32).




    6.2. The Morphology of the Noun.




    6.2.1. The Masculine Plural Emphatic Phoneme. The masculine plural emphatic phoneme is -ayyāʾ, as in malkayyāʾ, “kings” (Dan 2:44), and gubrayyāʾ, “men” (Dan 3:27), except in gentilics where the Kethib has -ayēʾ but the Qere has -āʾê, as in kaśdāyēʾ (Qere kaśdāʾê ), “Chaldeans” (Dan 4:4). The plural foreign word tiptāyēʾ, “magistrates” (Dan 3:2-3), projects a singular absolute ending in -ay like gentilics (so Porten and Lund, 309; contra Rosenthal, §58).




    6.2.2. The plural construct of yôm. The plural construct of yôm, “day,” is yômê (Dan 5:11), not yômāt as in Ezra (Ezra 4:15, 19).




    6.2.3. The noun raʿyôn. The noun raʿyôn, “thought” (Dan 2:30), with the afformative -ôn instead of -ān, reflects the influence of Hebrew on Aramaic. By contrast, Syriac, a later Aramaic dialect, attests the cognate lexeme reʿyān.




    6.3. The Morphology of the Verb.




    6.3.1. Infinitive. The peʿal infinitive has a mêm preformans, as in lĕmiknaš, “to gather” (Dan 3:2), while those of the derived stems do not, as in lĕkappātâ, “to bind” (Dan 3:20), and lĕhayĕtāyâ, “to bring” (Dan 5:2). In the derived stems, the form ending in -â appears as the absolute form, while the form ending in -ût (or -ut) appears as the construct form when a pronoun is affixed: lĕhaškāḥâ, “to find” (Dan 6:5); lĕšêzābûtēh, “to rescue him” (Dan 6:15). Where a noun follows as the object (only attested once), the construct form ends in -at: ʾaḥăwāyat ʾăḥîdān, “explaining riddles” (Dan 5:12); compare lĕhanzāqat malkîn, “to injure kings” (Ezra 4:22).




    6.3.2. Internal Passive. The internal passive characterizes the Aramaic of Daniel, which can place it in the Achaemenid period, as evidenced from the fifth-century BC Aramaic texts from Egypt (Muraoka and Porten, §30) (the texts from Hermopolis [TAD A 2] may date to the late sixth century BC) and from the book of Ezra (Lund, 56). However, Standard Literary Aramaic texts from Qumran also employ the internal passive: wšbyqt ʾnh ʾbrm bdylhʾ wlʾ qṭylt, “and I Abram was spared because of her and I was not killed” (1Q20 XX, 10), which would allow for a later date. Only suffix conjugation forms are attested in Daniel.




    6.3.2.1. Internal Passive of the Simple Conjugation. ʾĕdayin lĕdānîyʾēl bĕḥezwāʾ dî lêlyāʾ rāzāh gălî, “then the mystery was revealed to Daniel in a vision of the night” (Dan 2:19); gubrayyāʾ ʾillēk kĕpi=tû, “those men were bound” (Dan 3:21); ûmin ʾănāšāʾ ṭerîd, “and he [Nebuchadnezzar] was driven away from human society” (Dan 4:30; cf. 5:21); tĕqîltâ bĕmoʾzanyāʾ, “it has been weighed on the scale” (Dan 5:27); ḥāzēh hăwêt ʿad dî mĕrîṭû gappayh ûnĕṭîlat min ʾarʿāʾ . . . ûlĕbab ʾĕnāš yĕhîb lah, “and I was looking while its [the first beast’s] wings were plucked off and it was taken up from the earth . . . and a human heart was given it” (Dan 7:4).




    6.3.2.2. Internal Passive of the Causative Conjugation. wĕhussaq dānîyēʾl min gubbāʾ, “and Daniel was brought up from the pit” (Dan 6:24); bēʾdayin dānîyēʾl huʿal qŏdām malkāʾ, “then Daniel was brought before the king” (Dan 5:13); ûkĕʿan huʿallû qādāmay ḥakkîmayyāʾ, “and now the sages have been brought before me” (Dan 5:15); wĕʿal raglayin keʾĕnāš hŏqîmat, “and it was made to stand upon legs like a human” (Dan 7:4); wĕhûbad gišmāh, “and its [the beast’s] body was destroyed” (Dan 7:11).




    6.3.3. Prefix Conjugation of the Verb hwh. The prefix conjugation of hwh (“to be”) takes a lāmed preformative to indicate third-person masculine, whether indicative, subjunctive or jussive in function: ûmin niṣbĕtāʾ dî parzĕlāʾ lehĕwēʾ bah, “and some of the hardness of iron will be in it” (Dan 2:41); ṭĕʿēm dî bĕkol šālṭān malkûtî lehĕwôn zāʾăʿîn wĕdāḥălîn min qŏdām ʾĕlāhēh dî dānîyēʾl, “a decree that in all my royal dominion they should tremble and fear before the God of Daniel” (Dan 6:27); lehĕwēʾ šĕmēh dîʾĕlāhāʾ mĕbārak, “May the name of God be blessed” (Dan 2:20). The Aramaic texts from Egypt have yôd, not lāmed, yet Ezra too has lāmed. Literary texts from Qumran attest lāmed as well.




    6.4. Morphology of the Adjective. The patterns kattîb, kattāb and kittāb appear: ʿattîq, “ancient” (Dan 7:9); šallîṭ, “sovereign” (Dan 4:14); qayyām, “enduring” (Dan 6:27); ḥiwwār, “white” (Dan 7:9); ʿillāy, “highest” (Dan 3:26). Passive participles serve as adjectives: bĕrîk, “blessed” (Dan 3:28); mĕsattar, “hidden” (Dan 2:22). Some adjectives take the -ān affix: ʾêmĕtān, “terrible” (Dan 7:7), and tinyān, “second” (Dan 7:5).




    6.5. Morphology of the Adverb. Adverbs end in -āt, -ût, -āʾ and the masculine singular absolute state: ṭĕwāt, “[he spent the night] fasting” (Dan 6:19); tinyānût, “a second time” (Dan 2:7); ʾēzēh yattîrāʾ, “[and the furnace] was heated excessively” (Dan 3:22); ûqĕṣap śaggîʾ, “and he became very angry” (Dan 2:12).




    7. Morphosyntactic Functions of the Verb.




    From a text-linguistic point of view, the suffix conjugation is the primary verbal form of narration, while the prefix conjugation is the primary verbal form of discourse (Shepherd, 71). Morphosyntax goes further in interpreting how forms are used to express tense, aspect, and modality.




    7.1. Morphosyntactic Functions of the Suffix Conjugation. The suffix conjugation primarily expresses simple past time but preserves the earlier anterior/resultative function as well (Li, 38).




    7.1.1. Simple Past Function. bēʾdayin qĕrēb nĕbûkadneṣṣar, “then Nebuchadnezzar approached” (Dan 3:26).




    7.1.2. Anterior/Resultative Function.




    7.1.2.1. Present Anterior/Resultative Function. gubrayyāʾ ʾillēk lāʾ śāmû ʿălāk malkāʾ ṭĕʿēm, “these men have not shown proper deference to you, O king” (Dan 3:12).




    7.1.2.2 Past Anterior/Resultative Function. Pluperfect subordinated to a simple past: ûnĕbûkadneṣṣar malkāʾ šĕlaḥ lĕmiknaš laʾăḥašdarpĕnayyāʾ . . . lĕmētēʾ laḥănukkat ṣalmāʾ dî hăqêm nĕbûkadneṣṣar malkāʾ, “And Nebuchadnezzar the king sent to gather the satraps . . . to come to the dedication of the statue that Nebuchadnezzar the king had set up” (Dan 3:2). The form hăqêm is anterior in time to the form šĕlaḥ. Present perfect or simple past subordinated to a future: ûlĕṣelem dahăbāʾ dî hăqêmtā lāʾ nisgud, “and we will not worship the statue of gold that you have set up” (or “you set up”) (Dan 3:18). The form hăqêmtā is anterior in time to the form nisgud, which expresses future time in this context.




    7.1.3. Modal Past: Hypothetical Condition. lāʾ nĕhaškaḥ lĕdānîyēʾl dĕnâ kol ʿillāʾ lāhēn haškaḥnāʾ ʿălôhî bĕdāt ʾĕlāhēh, “We will not find any pretext against this Daniel unless we find it against him in the law of his god” (Dan 6:6). The form haškaḥnāʾ expresses a hypothetical condition.




    7.2. Morphosyntactic Functions of the Prefix Conjugation. The prefix conjugation expresses future, general present, past imperfective and modality (Li, 98-99).




    7.2.1. Prefix Conjugation to Express Simple Future. ḥêwĕtāʾ rĕbîʿāyitāʾ malkû rĕbîʿāyāʾ tehĕwēʾ bĕʾarʿāʾ dî tišnēʾ min kol malkĕwātāʾ wĕtēʾkul kolʾarʿāʾ ûtĕdûšinnah wĕtadqinnah, “As for the fourth beast, there will be a fourth kingdom on the earth which will be different from all the kingdoms, and it will devour all the earth, and it will trample it [the beast], and it will pulverize it [the beast]” (Dan 7:23).




    7.2.2. Prefix Conjugation to Express General Present. ûlĕman dî yiṣbēʾ yittĕninnah ûšĕpal ʾănāšîm yĕqîm ʿălayyah, “and to whomever he [the Most High] wishes he gives it [the kingdom of man], and the lowest of men he [the Most High] sets up over it [the kingdom of man]” (Dan 4:14).




    7.2.3. Prefix Conjugation to Express Past Imperfective. ʾelep ʾalpîm yĕšammĕšûnēh wĕribbô ribbĕwān qādāmôhî yĕqûmûn, “A thousand thousands were serving him and a myriad myriads were standing before him” (Dan 7:10); wĕʿiśbāʾ kĕtôrîn yēʾkul ûmiṭṭal šĕmayyāʾ gišmēh yiṣṭabbaʿ, “and he would eat grass like oxen, and his body would be drenched with the dew of heaven” (Dan 4:30).




    7.2.4. Prefix Conjugation to Express Modality. wĕʾoḥŏrān lāʾ ʾîtay dî yĕḥawwinnah qŏdām malkāʾ, “and there is no other who can reveal it before the king” (Dan 2:11).




    7.2.5. Prefix Conjugation to Express Jussive. kĕʿan dānîyēʾl yitqĕrê ûpišrâ yĕhaḥăwēh, “now let Daniel be summoned and let him declare the interpretation” (Dan 5:12).




    7.3. Morphosyntactic Functions of the Active Participle.




    The active participle expresses present time: yādaʿ ʾānâ dî ʿiddānāʾ ʾantûn zābĕnîn, “I know that you are buying time” (Dan 2:8); hûʾ gālēʾ ʿammîqātāʾ ûmĕsattĕrātāʾ, “he reveals the deep and the hidden” (Dan 2:22). Its use in past narration expresses the historic present, bringing readers into the past as though they were there: bēʾdayin mitkannĕšîn ʾăḥašdarpĕnayyāʾ . . . weqāʾămîn lāqŏbēl ṣalmāʾ . . . wĕkārôzāʾ qārēʾ, “Then the satraps assemble . . . and stand opposite the statue . . . and the herald proclaims” (Dan 3:3-4). The formulaic use of the active participle of the verb ʾmr to introduce direct speech may also fit here: ʿănô tinyānût wĕʾomrîn, “they answered a second time and say” (Dan 2:7). The active participle also functions as a past progressive: wĕqarnāʾ dikkēn ʿābĕdâ qĕrāb, “and this horn was waging war” (Dan 7:21). Once, it expresses future: wĕlāk ṭārĕdîn min ʾănāšāʾ, “and they will drive you away from humanity” (Dan 4:22 [see 8.5 below]).




    Often, the periphrastic construction, the combination of a finite form of hwh (“to be”) and the active participle, expresses progressive action: mĕhallēk hăwâ, “he was walking about” (Dan 4:26); hăwô bāʿayin, “[the presidents and satraps] were seeking” (Dan 6:5); dî lehĕwōn . . . yāhăbîn lĕhôn ṭaʿmāʾ, “that they might be giving account to them” (Dan 6:3).




    7.4. Morphosyntactic Functions of the Nonactive Participle. The passive participle functions primarily as a verbal adjective, while the t-stem participle functions as the passive counterpart to the active participle (Li, 59).




    7.5. Morphosyntactic Functions of the Imperative. The imperative functions as a directive and as an optative: ḥelmāʾ ûpišrēh haḥăwonî, “tell me the dream and its interpretation” (Dan 2:6); malkāʾ lĕʿolmîn ḥĕyî, “O king, may you live forever” (Dan 2:4).




    7.6. Morphosyntactic Functions of the Infinitive. The infinitive can serve as the complement of a verb: waʾămar lĕhôbādâ lĕkol ḥakkîmê bābel, “and he commanded to destroy all the sages of Babylon” (Dan 2:12). With a preposition, it can function adverbially: ûbĕhitbĕhālâ . . . ʾăzal, “and he went . . . hastily” (Dan 6:20). The infinitive may also appear in a temporal clause introduced by a preposition similar to Hebrew: ûkĕmiqrĕbēh [variant ûbĕmiqrĕbēh] lĕgubbāʾ lĕdānîyēʾl bĕqāl ʿăṣîb zĕʿîq, “and when he approached the den, he cried out to Daniel with a sad voice” (Dan 6:21). The phrase lāʾ lĕhašnāyâ (Dan 6:9, 16) means “not for changing,” that is, “immutable.”




    8. Syntax of the Aramaic of Daniel.




    This section includes a discussion of the function of the definite article, expressions of the genitive relationship, the position of the demonstrative pronoun in relation to its nominal head, government of the verb and expression of the indefinite subject.




    8.1. Function of the Definite Article. The definite article expresses determination in contrast to the absolute state, which expresses indetermination. Contrast ḥêwĕtāʾ rĕbîʿāyitāʾ, “the fourth beast” (Dan 7:23), with malkû rĕbîʿāyāʾ, “a fourth kingdom” (Dan 7:23).




    8.2. Expressions of the Genitive Relationship. The second noun in the syntagm called by grammarians the nomen rectum (“governed noun”) qualifies the first noun in the syntagm called by grammarians the nomen regens (“governing noun”) in simple constructs as well as in constructions with dî.




    8.2.1. Simple Construct.




    8.2.1.1. Simple Construct with Determined nomen rectum. wĕʾeṣbĕʿāt raglayyāʾ, “the toes of the feet” (Dan 2:42); ʾĕlāh šĕmayyāʾ, “the God of heaven” (Dan 2:44); mĕdînat bābel, “the province of Babylon” (Dan 2:49); ʿattîq yômayyāʾ, “the Ancient of Days” (Dan 7:22).




    8.2.1.2. Simple Construct with Indefinite nomen rectum. malkût ʿālam, “an everlasting kingdom” (Dan 7:27).




    8.2.2. Constructions with dî. Akkadian influence on Aramaic led to the use of dî meaning “of” in Official Aramaic; Old Aramaic texts of the tenth through the eighth centuries BC do not use dî in this way.




    8.2.2.1. The Syntagm Noun Determined by Definite Article + dî + Geographic Name. bĕnê gālûtāʾ dî yĕhûd, “the exiles of Yehud” (Dan 5:13); hēkal malkûtāʾ dî bābel, “the royal palace of Babylon” (Dan 4:26); ʿăbîdtāʾ dî mĕdînat bābel, “the business of the province of Babylon” (Dan 2:49).




    8.2.2.2. The Syntagm Noun Determined by Definite Article + dî + Noun Determined by Definite Article. rēšāʾ dî dahăbāʾ, “the head of gold” (Dan 2:38); šĕbîbāʾ dî nûrāʾ, “the flame of fire” (Dan 3:22); passāʾ dî yĕdāʾ, “the palm of the hand” (Dan 5:24); lĕgubbāʾ dî ʾaryāwātāʾ, “the den of lions” (Dan 6:17); sôpāʾ dî millĕtāʾ, “the end of the matter” (Dan 7:28).




    8.2.2.3. The Syntagm Noun Determined by Definite Article + dî + Noun Determined by Pronominal Suffix. ûlĕmāʾnayyāʾ dî baytēh, “the vessels of his house” (Dan 5:23).




    8.2.2.4. The Syntagm Noun Determined by Proleptic Pronominal Suffix + dî + Noun Determined by Definite Article or Proper Noun. šĕmēh dî ʾĕlāhāʾ, “the name of God” (Dan 2:20); ûbĕyômêhôn dî malkayyāʾ ʾinnûn, “and in the days of those kings” (Dan 2:44); ʾĕlāhēh dî dānîyēʾl, “the God of Daniel” (Dan 6:27); waʾăkalû qarṣêhôn dî yĕhûdāyēʾ, “and they maligned the Jews”; literally, “and they ate the pieces of the Jews” (Dan 3:8).




    8.2.2.5. The Syntagm Noun in Absolute Form + dî + Noun in Absolute Form. ṣĕlem dî dĕhab, “a statue of gold” (Dan 3:1); ûbeʾĕsûr dî parzel ûnĕḥāš, “and with a band of iron and bronze” (Dan 4:12); gappîn ʾarbaʿ dî ʿôp, “four wings of a bird” (Dan 7:6); wĕšinnayin dî parzel lah rabrĕbān, “and it had large teeth of iron” (Dan 7:7); nĕhar dî nûr, “a river of fire” (Dan 7:10).




    8.2.3. Construction with lāmed. Lāmed introduces the genitive noun in the date formula: bišnat ḥădâ lĕbēlʾšaṣṣar [read lĕbēlšaʾṣṣar] melek bābel, “in the first year of Belshazzar king of Babylon” (Dan 7:1).




    8.2.4. Constructions of the Type Noun in Construct + Preposition + Noun. bĕḥezwî ʿim lêlyāʾ, “in visions of the night” (Dan 7:2), equivalent to bĕḥezwê lêlyāʾ (Dan 7:7, 13); malkĕwāt tĕḥôt kol šĕmayyāʾ, “the kingdoms under the whole heaven” (Dan 7:27).




    8.3. Position of the Demonstrative Pronoun in Relation to Its Nominal Head.




    8.3.1. Bipartite Constructions.




    8.3.1.1. Nominal Head + Demonstrative Pronoun. rāzāʾ dĕnâ, “this mystery” (Dan 2:30); gubrayyāʾ ʾillēk, “those men” (Dan 3:12).




    8.3.1.2. Demonstrative Pronoun + Nominal Head. dĕnâ ḥelmāʾ, “this dream [I was seeing]” (Dan 4:15, contra NRSV).




    8.3.2. Tripartite Constructions.




    8.3.2.1. Demonstrative Pronoun + Nominal Head + Adjective. ʾillên ḥêwātāʾ rabrĕbātāʾ, “these great beasts” (Dan 7:17).




    8.3.2.2. kl + Demonstrative Pronoun + Nominal Head. kol ʾillên malkĕwātāʾ, “all these kingdoms” (Dan 2:44).




    8.4. Government of the Verb: Marking of the Direct Object.




    8.4.1. The Letter lāmed to Mark the Direct Object. Lāmed can mark the direct object, as in Official Aramaic (Muraoka and Porten, §74d), especially with persons: malkāʾ lĕdānîyēʾl rabbî, “the king exalted Daniel” (Dan 2:48); leḥakkîmê bābel ʾal tĕhôbēd, “do not destroy the sages of Babylon” (Dan 2:24); ûmĕḥāt lĕṣalmāʾ, “and it [the stone] struck the statue” (Dan 2:34).




    8.4.2. The Particle yāt to Mark the Direct Object. The particle yāt marks the direct object once in Daniel, the direct object being an attached personal pronoun: dî mannîtā yātĕhôn, “whom you appointed” (Dan 3:12).




    8.4.3. No Marker for the Direct Object. The direct object does not need to be marked: bēlšaʾṣṣar malkāʾ ʿăbad lĕḥem rab, “Belshazzar the king made a great feast” (Dan 5:1); ûmalkāʾ ḥāzēh pas yĕdâ, “and the king was seeing the palm of the hand” (Dan 5:5); goddû ʾîlānāʾ, “cut down the tree” (Dan 4:11).




    8.5. Expression of Indefinite Subject. The third-personal masculine plural of the finite verb expresses the indefinite subject: wîqārâ heʿdiyû minnēh, “and they removed glory from him” (Dan 5:20), better rendered in English as “and his glory was taken from him”; wĕlāk ṭārĕdîn min ʾănāšāʾ, “and they will drive you away from humanity” (Dan 4:22), better rendered as “you will be driven away from humanity.”




    9. Suggested Emendations for Critical Evaluation.




    Readers should evaluate for themselves the following suggested emendations. (1) Two emendations have been offered for wĕʿal malkûtî hotqĕnat, “it was established over my kingdom” (Dan 4:33): waʿălay malkûtî hotqĕnat, “and my kingdom was restored to me,” or wĕʿal malkûtî hotqĕnēt, “and I was reestablished over my kingdom.” (2) Read bēlšaʾṣṣar (“Belshazzar”) for bēlʾšaṣṣar in some textual witnesses of Daniel 5:1 and in Daniel 7:1 (metathesis of ʾālep and šîn). (3) Emend bĕgôʾ nidneh, “in its sheath” (Dan 7:15), to bĕgîn dĕnāh, “on account of it” (Collins, 275). First, if one were to emend the text, the emendation should read bĕgôʾ dĕnāh because bĕgîn is attested only in the later Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, and bĕgôʾ appears elsewhere in the language of Daniel. Second, a close parallel appears in 1Q20 II, 10, wnšmty lgw ndnhʾ, “and my breath within its sheath,” which speaks in favor of not emending the text. Third, the referent in the text is rûḥî, “my spirit,” which is feminine, so one might expect the form nidnah. Rosenthal prefers to vocalize the form as nĕdānah (Rosenthal, §190), deriving the lexeme from Persian nidāni.




    See also Daniel: Book of; Hebrew Language.
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    Assyria, Assyrian Period. See Israelite History.




    Atonement. See Sacrifice and Atonement.
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    Baal Worship. See Idols, Idolatry, Gods.




    BABYLON




    This ancient city located in southern Mesopotamia lay nearly sixty miles southwest of modern Baghdad (Klengel-Brandt, 251). Babylon sat on the banks of a canal of the Euphrates River, the Arakhtum, sometimes identified simply as the Euphrates itself. The city played a significant role in biblical times. Because of Babylon’s political and cultural importance, it gave its name to the region, Babylonia, which at certain periods of history covered all of southern Mesopotamia, extending from the point near modern Baghdad where the Tigris and Euphrates rivers flow closest to each other southeastward to the marshes of the Persian Gulf.




    The city and region gave rise to one of the greatest empires of preclassical antiquity. The Babylonians incorporated and expanded the culture of their third-millennium predecessors in the region, the Sumerians, and may themselves be credited with nearly countless innovations and contributions to human civilization. They left a permanent mark on history in literature, art, science and religion. The Babylonians are most notable in the Bible as the seemingly all-powerful nation used to punish ancient Israel for its failure to maintain the covenant with God. In biblical imagery, the city of Babylon itself eventually came to represent all that was evil.




    1. Babylon and Babylonia in the First Millennium BC




    2. Babylon and Babylonia in the Old Testament Prophets




    1. Babylon and Babylonia in the First Millennium BC.




    The name “Babylon” is of unknown origin and meaning, and the city itself was of little significance politically in the third millennium BC (Arnold 2004, 2, 32-33). In the first half of the second millennium, however, the city and region rose to prominence under Hammurabi’s dynasty, which saw Babylon become the center of an empire for the first time. Within a few centuries, Babylon rose from relative obscurity to become the political center of all Mesopotamia and then an empire of such magnitude that it left an indelible mark on the rest of human history. Its inhabitants were largely Amorite and, later in the millennium, Kassite. A millennium later, during the biblical period, Babylonians were a mixture of these older groups together with Arameans, Chaldeans and many others. By the time of the Neo-Assyrian period, when the Israelite prophets appear on the scene, Babylon was already an ancient and venerated city, considered the cultural capital of all Mesopotamia. Its political significance was derived partly from this perception as an ancient holy city, making it an important symbol of power and prestige. Its political history during the time of the OT prophets may be summarized in two periods, the Early Neo-Babylonian (1155-625 BC) and the Neo-Babylonian (625-539 BC).




    The sociopolitical history of Babylonia during the early Iron Age is complex. No single political entity or royal dynasty dominated the area, and several people groups of diverse ethnic and regional backgrounds populated Babylonia. The whole of southern Mesopotamia was characterized from the mid-twelfth century BC to approximately 800 BC by a lack of political continuity. On the other hand, the cultural history of Babylonia during this period is not as complex. Preservation of Babylonia’s great literary classics continued among the scribes, while production of new literature in Akkadian continued, even after the simpler alphabetic Aramaic became available (Arnold 2004, 81-82). In general, the early Neo-Babylonian period was a time of intense interest in the past with a commitment to preserving the great literary accomplishments of Babylonia’s heritage and especially the salient features of the second-millennium culture. The cultural and religious significance of Babylon was accompanied by the rise of Babylon’s god, Marduk, reflected in one of the greatest literary accomplishments of the ancient world, the Enuma Elish. Probably composed originally in the second millennium with a different deity as its hero, the Enuma Elish was updated and adapted in the early Neo-Babylonian period with Marduk as the hero to reflect the significance of the city of Babylon and its god. Although routinely also known as the “Creation Epic,” the composition has as its central theme the exaltation of Marduk and the justification of his supremacy at the head of the Babylonian pantheon. As such, this great literary piece reflects an era when the city of Babylon had risen politically above all other cities in southern Mesopotamia as the traditional locus of divine power in the world. At the beginning of the Iron Age, a new sense of nationalism emerged with Babylon at the center of a world empire. Theologically, this nationalism may also have reflected a significant religious innovation: the idea of Marduk not only as creator of the world but also as personally stronger than all other powers combined (Goldstein, 27-31). This exaltation of Marduk was not as exclusive as the exaltation of Yahweh in ancient Israel, but it provides an important backdrop for the ideological divide between Israel’s prophets and the scribes and priests of ancient Babylonia.




    The ancient Near East witnessed dramatic political changes around 1200 BC, especially in the Levant and the Mediterranean rim. The collapse of Bronze Age culture coincides with the collapse of the dominant empires of the Mediterranean world—the Hittites of Asia Minor and the Mycenaean civilization on the mainland of Greece—as well as most of the city-states in the Levant. Within a fifty-year period at the turn from the thirteenth to the twelfth centuries, nearly every city in the eastern Mediterranean world collapsed, marking the beginning of hundreds of years of political struggle and uncertainty in the region. The first causes of this political upheaval are difficult to discern, but the arrival of so-called Sea Peoples certainly contributed to the changes. Rather than mass national folk migrations, we should think of the immigration of dozens of small groups from the Aegean who likely were raiders hoping to sack royal centers (Arnold 2004, 75-77). These newcomers were one factor in the transition from Bronze Age to Iron Age around 1200 BC. Babylonia remained relatively stable at first, experiencing little direct impact from the carnage in the west. Ultimately, however, the events in the eastern Mediterranean led to the arrival of Arameans in Babylonia. Their appearance, together with other climatic and natural causes, contributed to a period of decline in Babylonia in the early first millennium. Most cities were drastically reduced in population, and the surrounding countryside gave way to pressure from new tribal groups.




    The first centuries of the first millennium BC saw a resurgence of the Assyrian Empire in the north, which resulted in Assyro-Babylonian conflict as the characteristic feature of Mesopotamian history during this period. Even during periods of Assyrian dominance Babylonian culture was more influential across the ancient world, being older and perceived as more sophisticated, especially compared to the relatively provincial Assyria. Cuneiform tablets from Babylonia and Babylonian scribal expertise were coveted by Assyrian rulers, illustrating the interesting love-hate relationship that Assyria had with Babylonia during these centuries.




    During its long history Babylonia frequently was ruled by newly arrived foreign elements (Amorites in the Old Babylonia period, Kassites during the Middle Bronze period and Chaldeans in the Neo-Babylonian Empire). But around the turn of the first millennium, Babylonia was ruled by a succession of several dynasties featuring native Babylonian rulers, so that the period 1158-812 BC may be called “Babylonia for the Babylonians” (Brinkman, 278). After a relatively strong dynasty known as the Second Dynasty of Isin (1158-1026 BC), Babylonia was ruled by a succession of three brief and undistinguished dynasties: the Second Sealand Dynasty, the Bazi Dynasty and the Elamite Dynasty, taking us to approximately 980 BC (Arnold 2004, 79-81). The next century and a half left few sources for reconstructing a detailed history. Both Assyria and Babylonia frequently were occupied with a common threat arriving in Mesopotamia from the west, Aramean tribal groups, which eventually would play an important political role in the region. Babylonia thus was marked by political instability, continued Aramean and Chaldean infiltrations, and the superiority of Assyrian military might to the north. After the Assyrians captured and deported Babylonian rulers in 813 BC and again in 812 BC, the region entered a period of anarchy for over a decade.




    For the next two centuries a new political power, the Chaldeans in southern Babylonia, would compete with Assyria for control of the region. Chaldean tribal groups were settled in the swamps and lakes of the lower courses of the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers and were distinct culturally and ethnically from the Arameans in northern Babylonia. They adapted quickly to Babylonian culture, controlling the trade routes of the Persian Gulf area and accumulating considerable wealth, with which they paid tribute to the Assyrians, while they also grew in number and strength. Chaldeans became contenders for the Babylonian throne by the middle of the eighth century BC. The first Chaldean monarch, Eriba-Marduk, was honored in later tradition as the one who restored political stability to Babylonia in the 760s, and was capable of repairing Babylon’s temples and engaging in other building activities. From the time of Nabonassar (c. 747-734 BC), ancient Babylonian scholars began keeping systematically precise records of historical events. Beginning with his reign, the Neo-Babylonian Chronicle Series provides valuable historiographic data for this period, recording outstanding events of each year (Arnold 2006). Greek astronomers recognized the Nabonassar era as a turning point in the history of science, and the term “Chaldean” came to mean “astronomer” in Hellenistic times (Rochberg-Halton, 115). Conflict with Assyria in the north continued, however, and with the rise of Tiglath-Pileser III in 745 BC, Nabonassar remained in power only by collaborating with the north while nevertheless providing enough stability for economic recovery in Babylonia.




    After Nabonassar, Babylonia was weakened considerably by internal revolts. Eventually Tiglath-Pileser himself assumed the throne of Babylon, attempting to consolidate his control of the south and becoming the first Assyrian monarch in four centuries to unite Assyria and Babylonia in a dual monarchy. This would constitute official Assyrian policy for the next century. Soon after the reign of Sargon II began in Assyria, another Chaldean, Merodach-baladan II, seized the Babylonian throne and succeeded at uniting the previously fragmented Chaldean tribes. Merodach-baladan is most notable for his ability to forge military alliances in his anti-Assyrian efforts, as he did with Babylon’s neighbor to the east, Elam. He attempted to draw Hezekiah of Judah into this international coalition against Assyria, as we know from 2 Kings 20:12-19 and Isaiah 39 (see 2.2 below). As an adroit strategist, Merodach-baladan was able to rule Babylonia free of Assyrian interference for a decade (721-710 BC). Ultimately, however, the overwhelming military might of Assyria proved too much for him. In 710 BC, Sargon II of Assyria removed Merodach-baladan and resumed a dual monarchy over Assyria and Babylon. For the next century Assyrian monarchs expended considerable energy trying to control Babylonia, with varying levels of success. Sennacherib used the most aggressive tactics, resulting eventually in the devastation of Babylon, leaving it to languish without royal leadership for eight years. His son Esarhaddon abandoned this approach and resumed instead the dual monarchy, during which time Babylonia experienced gradual economic growth and moderate prosperity. Upon his death, he divided Assyria and Babylonia between his sons, Ashurbanipal and Shamash-shum-ukin respectively, as sibling kingdoms in an attempt to perpetuate peace. Tragically, however, this only resulted in civil war (652-648 BC), in which Assyria recaptured Babylon (Manasseh of Judah may have collaborated with the anti-Assyrian forces [see 2 Chron 33:11-13; Arnold 2004, 91]). Even as Babylonia lost this conflict, the vulnerability of the Assyrian Empire became apparent. While the Assyrian Empire had expended enormous resources to defeat Babylon, southern Mesopotamia itself recovered from the conflict rapidly. The Assyrian threat to Babylonian nationalism had galvanized and unified tribal groups in Babylonia in anti-Assyrian sentiment, and a foundation was thereby established for one final native Semitic empire with Babylon as its capital.




    A new period of Babylonian history was inaugurated by the dynasty of Nabopolassar (625-605 BC) and his son and successor, Nebuchadnezzar II (604-562 BC). The former contributed to the defeat of the Assyrians and restored Babylon to a time of renewed grandeur unmatched since the great Hammurabi a millennium earlier. And Nebuchadnezzar’s legendary pride (Dan 4:30) is not without justification, as he transformed Babylon into the greatest city of the ancient world. This is known as the Chaldean Empire or, better, the Neo-Babylonian Empire (625-539 BC). The Chaldean roots of the empire are evident for readers of the OT prophets, where “Chaldea” and “Chaldean” are frequent synonyms for “Babylon” and “Babylonia.” The significance of the Neo-Babylonian Empire may be described best against the backdrop of other events in Mesopotamia during the first millennium, which was dominated by a series of imperial powers, primarily the Assyrian Empire, the Persian Empire, and later the arrival of Alexander the Great and Greek rule. For a much briefer period during the seventh and sixth centuries, Babylon rose to premier international status and enjoyed a spectacular period of strength and prosperity. The Neo-Babylonian Empire may be thought of as a mere interlude between the Assyrians and Persians, a period of extremely brief duration. Yet the grandeur of this empire, especially under Nebuchadnezzar II, and its legacy in the biblical and classical sources left an indelible mark on subsequent history, making this one of the most important and interesting periods of ancient Babylonian history.




    At the death of Ashurbanipal, Nabopolassar seized the throne of Babylon and established the new dynasty. His reign was devoted to driving the Assyrian army from Babylonian soil and consolidating local rule in Babylon. After the fall of the city of Ashur, he established an alliance with his new powerful neighbors in the north, the Medes. They agreed to share power, the Medes in northern Mesopotamia, leaving Nabopolassar free in central and southern Mesopotamia, as well as in Syria. Upon Nabopolassar’s death in 605 BC, the crown prince, Nebuchadnezzar, assumed the throne, having recently led Babylonian forces in an impressive victory against the Egyptians at Carchemish (Jer 46:2). The new king quickly fell heir to most of the former territories of the Assyrian Empire. He reestablished Babylonia as the leading power in the ancient world, rivaling that of Hammurabi in strength and size. Unfortunately, Jehoiakim of Judah made the fatal mistake of believing that Egypt was the stronger of the two powers, assuming a policy for Judah that would have devastating consequences. Conflict between Jerusalem and Babylon resulted first in the siege of Jerusalem in 597 BC, duly noted in the Neo-Babylonian Chronicle Series, reflecting the strategic importance of Jerusalem among Babylon’s western holdings (Arnold 2006, 417 [chronicle 5, lines rev 11-12]). A second, more devastating destruction of Judah’s capital occurred in 586 BC, which constitutes a central and defining moment in biblical history. The trauma of the Babylonian destruction of Jerusalem left an unmistakable imprint on the survivors in exile and, arguably, on the very shape of the OT itself. The macrostructure of the Hebrew Bible may be said to revolve around the narration of this event as its apex; the loss of city, temple and monarchy is the conclusion of the primary history, the center point of the Latter Prophets and the Writings (Freedman, 6-7). Nebuchadnezzar’s defeat of Jerusalem included deportation of Judean populations in 597, 586, 582 BC and perhaps others, marking the distinction between homeland and Diaspora, between life in the land and exile.




    Culturally, ancient Israel shared many sim­ilarities with Babylon. These included a religiously dominated culture vis-à-vis today’s secularizing materialism, the principle of association that governed intellectual processes, and the basic conservatism of both societies (van der Toorn, 1-9). Also like the Israelites, ancient Babylonia produced literature of high quality. The Babylonians left us hundreds of thousands of texts comprising a scribal curriculum, sometimes called a literary “canon,” which was fixed probably somewhere around 1200 BC (Oppenheim, 13; Reiner, 294-95). These cultural similarities, however, only throw into bold relief the religious dissimilarities, which became the focal point of the critique of the OT prophets.




    2. Babylon and Babylonia in the Old Testament Prophets.




    The historical and political realities of the Iron Age led several Israelite prophets to characterize Babylon as the quintessential place of religious hubris and idolatry, which was considered tantamount to a refusal to worship or acknowledge the rightful place of deity. Characteristic of most of these texts is a pejorative tone typical of references elsewhere in the Bible, which includes nearly five hundred references to Babylon, the region of Babylonia or its inhabitants, counting those in both Testaments (Arnold 2004, 10). Because of its political and cultural significance beginning with Hammurabi’s dynasty in the early second millennium BC, and its role later in destroying Jerusalem and deporting large numbers of Israelites, Babylon came to carry theological significance in the Bible. The prophets of Israel had especially pointed criticisms of Babylonian religion and imperialism (Vanderhooft, 115-202).




    2.1. Babylon and Babylonia in Oracles “Against the Nations.” Both Isaiah and Jeremiah include Babylon among their collections of oracles “against the nations” (Is 13—14; Jer 50—51). Isaiah’s oracle against Babylon is the first of a series of such sermons against several nations (Is 13—23). Isaiah announces that Yahweh will use the Medes to destroy Babylon, and that the city will be completely uninhabited, abandoned forever (Is 13:17, 19-20; 14:22-23). The downfall of the king of Babylon is celebrated in terms that came to symbolize the destruction of any hostile enemy of God (Is 14:4-21). Rather than the first of a group, as in Isaiah’s oracles against the nations, Jeremiah’s prediction of Babylon’s downfall is the climax of his collection, arranged geographically, starting with Egypt and sweeping across the Fertile Crescent west to east, culminating with Babylon (Jer 46—51 [although the LXX has a significantly different arrangement]). Jeremiah especially delights in the anticipated shame of Babylon’s deity, Marduk, or simply “Bel” (Jer 50:2; 51:44). Babylon, the great conqueror of all nations will itself be conquered, and like Isaiah’s prophecy, Jeremiah anticipates a day when Babylon will become an utter desolation, unfit for human occupation (Jer 50:3, 13; 51:29, 37). Indeed, Babylon will become like Sodom and Gomorrah, uninhabitable (Jer 50:39-40; cf. Is 13:19). And again like Isaiah, Jeremiah identifies the Medes as Babylon’s destroyer (Jer 51:11, 28). Babylon’s destruction will also mark the end of the exile; all the peoples of both northern Israel and southern Judah will be reunited at Zion by an everlasting covenant with Yahweh (Jer 50:4-5, 19). Ezekiel too has oracles against the nations (Ezek 25—32). Although Ezekiel does not single out Babylon for its own destruction, his judgment oracles concerning the nations identify Babylon as the instrument by which God punishes all the rest. King Nebuchadnezzar himself is summoned by God against Tyre and Egypt, his armies are strengthened especially against Egypt, and he will put an end to Egypt’s multitudes (Ezek 30:10). Nebuchadnezzar and the Babylonians are “the most terrible of the nations” and are used by Yahweh to bring ruin upon Egypt (Ezek 30:11; cf. Ezek 26:7; 29:18-19; 30:24-25; 32:11).




    In addition to Babylon’s role in these oracles “against the nations,” the city is the focus of many other prophetic texts, as the following list illustrates.




    2.2. Isaiah. The threat to ancient Israel and Judah during the lifetime of eighth-century BC Isaiah was Assyria, not Babylon. Yet even Isaiah foresaw the danger that Babylon would present in the future, especially as narrated in Isaiah 39. Sometime around 713 BC, emissaries of Merodach-baladan II, a Chaldean prince who had seized the Babylonian throne and unified the previously fragmented tribes of Babylonia, arrived in Jerusalem to pay Hezekiah a visit (Arnold 2004, 90). The good king naively hosted the Babylonian visitors and gave them a tour of all his possessions (Is 39:2-4). But Isaiah warned that, having survived the Assyrian threat, Judah eventually would fall to descendants of these very Chaldean visitors (Is 39:5-7).




    In the prophecies most often accredited to an anonymous follower of Isaiah in the sixth century BC (Is 40—55), Babylon becomes a symbol of the evil oppressor when described as a beautiful woman reduced to slavery, and the prophet celebrates her humiliation (Is 47:1-7). The long awaited return from exile in Babylonia is described as a miraculous event comparable to the crossing of the Red Sea (Is 51:9-11). The prophet’s acerbic critique of idolatry clearly has Babylonian religious practices in view. The artisans who fashion such *idols will be shamed because they create a worthless and lifeless object that can neither see nor know (Is 44:9-11). The ironsmiths and carpenters who work on the Babylonian idols grow tired or hungry or cold. They foolishly take the same wood used for the idols to cook food or warm themselves by the fire, and so they are incapable of perceiving the futility of their idol making (Is 44:12-20; cf. Is 40:19-20). Similarly, the Babylonians transported humanoid images of their chief deities, Marduk and Nabu (“Bel” and “Nebo”), on beasts and cattle who grow weary carrying them (Is 46:1-2). The Babylonian deities are incapable of moving themselves or even supporting their own weight.




    2.3. Jeremiah. We have more biographic information for Jeremiah than any other Israelite prophet. He lived through the period of Israel’s history that prophets before him only warned about. He witnessed the premature and tragic death of King Josiah, the ignominious decade-long rule of Jehoiakim, the disastrous rule of Zedekiah, the capture and destruction of Jerusalem at the hands of the Babylonians and the exile of God’s people (for historical details, see Cogan, 262-69). Jeremiah is rightly known as “the weeping prophet” (cf. Jer 9:1; Lam 2:11).




    This period was characterized by bitter debate over whether Judah ought to submit to the Babylonian yoke or attempt to maintain independence, most often linked to dependence on Egypt as an ally. Jeremiah was unequivocally committed to the strategy of surrendering to Nebuchadnezzar because he believed that punishment was inevitable after the loss of Josiah and his reform agenda, and because he wanted to minimize the effects of the punishment. Jeremiah insisted instead upon accepting vassalage to Babylon as a means of survival. His message was assiduously rejected as pro-Babylonian by Jerusalem’s ruling establishment, and he personally suffered for his position. Yet his message was consistent that Babylon would be used by Yahweh to punish Judah: “I am going to bring upon you a nation from far away, O house of Israel, says the LORD. It is an enduring nation, it is an ancient nation, a nation whose language you do not know, nor can you understand what they say” (Jer 5:15). The nation used as an instrument of divine wrath is a distant one of strange and incomprehensible speech, a distant and foreign nation of long duration.




    At times, Jeremiah refers to Babylonia cryptically when he warns that disaster will break forth “out of the north” (Jer 1:14; 6:1, 22-23) (Arnold, NIDB). Seven times in Jeremiah and four times in Zechariah this ominous title is used for the geographic regions north of ancient Israel, specifically Syria and northern Mesopotamia, and by extension, Babylonia. Several topographical features of Syria-Palestine give it a decidedly north-south orientation, in particular the Mediterranean Sea to the west and the desert to the east and southeast, so that the international highways run north and south. This means that typically, enemies from Western Asia of necessity brought their armies into southern Syria-Palestine from the north, even the Babylonians and Assyrians in the extreme east and northeast. Whether or not the identity of Jeremiah’s foe from the north country may be positively identified with any specific historical group has been a matter of scholarly debate, but the Babylonians clearly came to be so identified after 586 BC, and it seems reasonable to assume that even before that date, the foe from the north could be any Mesopotamian imperial power looming on the horizon (Vanderhooft, 136-49). In Jeremiah’s *call narrative, evil itself is announced as imminent, about to break forth from the north against Judah (Jer 1:13-16). In Jeremiah 4—6 the prophet reveals Yahweh’s plan to bring great destruction from the north against Judah. This destruction will be the result of a nation skilled with “bow and spear,” a cruel nation that will show no mercy to *Zion (Jer 6:22-23; 10:22; 25:9). Ironically, at the conclusion of the book, the prophet is comforted by the knowledge that Babylon will one day encounter its own enemy from the north, the Medo-Persian forces, another great and mighty nation arriving from the north country to bring destruction and vengeance, this time against Babylon itself (Jer 50:3, 9, 41-42).




    At other times, Babylon is referred to in mysterious cryptograms as a way of hiding the specific reference and therefore establishing plausible deniability but still clearly condemning the city; such is the case with “Sheshach” and “Leb-qamai” (Jer 25:26; 51:1, 41) (Arnold 2004, 10). Other designations for Babylon are not intended to be cryptic but rather illustrate the rhetorical impact that the city had on the imagination of Israel’s prophets—for example, Merathaim, meaning “double rebellion,” and Pekod, named for one of the prominent Aramean tribes of Babylonia, the Puqudu (Jer 50:21).




    2.4. Ezekiel. Using especially acute language, Ezekiel identifies Babylon as Yahweh’s instrument for punishment against the nations (Ezek 25—32) as well as against Judah itself. The prince of Jerusalem and the city’s inhabitants will be caught in Yahweh’s snare and brought to Babylon (Ezek 12:10-13). The prophet compares Babylon to a great eagle that came to cut off the top of an impressive cedar (Jehoiakim) and planted in its place a twig to sprout and grow (Zedekiah). But the young tree was also rebellious, so he went into exile to Babylon, where Yahweh entered into judgment with him there for treason (Ezek 17). Through the prophet Ezekiel, Yahweh even prepares a path for Babylon to come to Jerusalem to put the city to siege, with carefully marked signposts so the enemy king can find the city easily (Ezek 21:18-23). The king of Babylon has two choices, symbolized by the cities of Rabbah in Ammon and Jerusalem in Judah. Nebuchadnezzar is portrayed using divinatory practices loathsome to the Israelites—extispicy (examination of animal entrails), belomancy (shaking of arrows) and the use of idols or teraphim—to determine which city to attack. But despite the uncertainty of the Babylonians and their illegitimate practices for discerning divine will, Yahweh summons them directly to Jerusalem for punishment rather than Rabbah.




    Oholibah, representing Jerusalem, lusted after male figures in wall carvings, the Babylonians dressed in their brightly colored fine clothes, and she invited them to share her bed and defiled herself with them (Ezek 23:14-18). As a result, Yahweh turned from her in disgust, as he had earlier turned from her sister, Oholah, representing Samaria, and used her erstwhile lovers, the Babylonians, “from the north” to punish her (Ezek 23:22-30).




    2.5. Habakkuk. We know little of the historical circumstances of Habakkuk’s ministry. For this reason, the single reference to the Chaldeans in the book (Hab 1:6) is open to interpretation, although it probably denotes the imminent arrival of the Babylonian army. The term “Chaldeans” (sometimes translated “Babylonians” [e.g., NLT]) may have been a metaphor for some other entity, and yet the description of them in Habakkuk 1:6-11 collaborates everything we know about Israelite perceptions of Babylonia during this period. Babylonia is a “fierce and impetuous nation” marching throughout the earth to take possessions at will (Hab 1:6). Justice in Babylonian society has no external constraints (Hab 1:7). Their army is terrifying, led by swift horse-drawn chariots that come for violence and destruction (Hab 1:7-9). No realm or fortification can stop them; they are enamored with their own strength (Hab 1:10-11). What drives the prophetic message forward in this book is the conviction that Yahweh himself is arousing this fierce Babylonian army to march against Judah (Hab 1:5-6). Habakkuk is tormented by the realization that, on the one hand, Judahite society is unjust, wicked and deserving of punishment (Hab 1:2-4), and, on the other hand, God is about to use the dreaded Babylonian army as the instrument of that punishment (Hab 1:12-17). Habakkuk’s ministry is focused on Yahweh’s use of the Babylonians to punish the more righteous people of Judah, and he longs for the Babylonians to get their own day of judgment. From his perspective, Babylon may be compared to Sheol, for just as Sheol’s appetite for the dead is insatiable, so is the greed of the Babylonian Empire for other nations (Hab 2:5, 8). The Babylonian Empire was founded on violence and iniquity (Hab 2:12). And like Isaiah, this prophet derides the idolatry of the Babylonians, who create “a teacher of lies” out of wood and then cannot understand why the image does not wake up and answer them (Hab 2:18-19). By contrast, the whole earth—presumably including the Babylonians—must learn to keep silence before Yahweh, who resides in his holy temple (Hab 2:20). This truth is enough to comfort the prophet, who is reminded of Yahweh’s great salvation of old (Hab 3:2-15) and pledges to endure faithfully the traumatic circumstances of the imminent future while he waits patiently for Yahweh to bring judgment on the Babylonians (Hab 3:16-19).




    2.6. Zechariah. In the vision-oracle section of Zechariah 1—6, Babylon is again the agent of divine discipline. Yet the city exceeded its divine calling and therefore is deserving of its own punishment. The superscriptions at Zechariah 1:1, 7 identify the period of Darius the Great of Persia as the time of Babylon’s just punishment. The fulfillment of earlier prophetic expectations and hopes that Babylon would be punished came not at the relatively peaceful capture of Babylon by Cyrus in 539 BC, but rather with the harsher policies of Darius following Babylonian rebellions against Persia in 522 BC and 521 BC (Boda, 30-41). Zechariah thus identifies Darius as the one who fulfills the prophetic hope for Babylon’s punishment.




    2.7. Daniel. The role of Babylon in Daniel 1—5 is that of a ferocious human empire capable of many atrocities, yet vulnerable and ultimately doomed because of God’s opposition. Nebuchadnezzar’s siege of Jerusalem in 605 BC provides the backdrop for the events of Daniel 1, including the capture and deportation of Daniel and his three friends (on the historical difficulties, see Provan, Long and Longman, 381n112). The forced acculturation of the Hebrew lads, intentionally indoctrinating them as Babylonians complete with new names, symbolizes the experiences of all Jews of the Babylonian exile. The Babylonian court of Nebuchadnezzar is the setting of Daniel 2—4 and that of Belshazzar in Daniel 5. These stories of Daniel and his friends in Babylonia emphasize the results of royal opposition to God’s will. No matter how powerful, intimidating or seemingly invincible, human power can quickly be reduced to insane ridicule when confronted by the truth of God’s faithful witnesses. If the royal pride of Nebuchadnezzar and Belshazzar is self-destructive and temporary, this certainly is true for any number of lesser ancient kingdoms.




    Babylon’s rebellious pride and vulnerability are also evident in the book’s sequence of four earthly kingdoms (Dan 2; 7). Rather than a collection of oracles against the nations, as in other OT prophets (e.g., Is 13—23), Daniel envisions four powerful world empires, followed by a fifth, eternal kingdom. These are not oracles against Israel’s enemies, but rather visions of future empires that oppose God and oppress God’s people. Babylon serves in this scenario as the prototype of human pride and rebellion, functioning in Daniel’s stories and visions as the human anti-kingdom to God’s coming kingdom of peace and sovereignty. Specific identity of the four world empires in Daniel 2; 7 is a moot question (i.e., Babylon/Media/Persia/Greece or Babylon/Medo-Persia/Greece/Rome), but the message is not: all earthly kingdoms, no matter how powerful, are ephemeral and prone to self-destruction. Ultimately, the Son of Man will usher in the eternal kingdom of the Ancient of Days (Dan 7:13-14), and God’s people, the “saints of the Most High,” will do well to wait faithfully for that great day.




    See also Exile; Israelite History; Nations.
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    BLESSINGS AND CURSES




    Blessings and curses are predominantly linked to *covenant, and primarily to the covenant relationship between God and Israel. Curses, in the form of defeat and *exile, follow disobedience. However, God’s purpose is to restore his people, renew the covenant and reestablish the covenant blessings, seen predominantly in material well-being and the spiritual renewal necessary for the covenant to be sustained, and also through his people to extend those blessings to all *nations and the whole earth.




    1. Terminology and Usage




    2. Theological Significance




    1. Terminology and Usage.




    1.1. Blessings. References to blessing or being blessed in the OT usually are linked with the Hebrew root brk, including bĕrākâ (“blessing”) and bārûk (“blessed”). Sometimes words from this root occur in the context of blessing God (Dan 2:19-20; 3:28; 4:34; Zech 11:5; cf. Is 66:3), with the sense of offering grateful praise to God for his goodness.




    More commonly, brk relates to blessing received from God. Within the Prophetic Books there are no direct examples of one person pronouncing a blessing on another (although cf. Is 65:16; Jer 17:7; 31:23). Another term, ʾašrê, refers to being in a “blessed” or “happy” state (e.g., Is 32:20; 56:2; Dan 12:12; Mal 3:2). This word may be used in a secular context, and so it is not synonymous with bārûk, which indicates the state of one who is blessed as a result of being in receipt of God’s blessing (Brown, 763-64). Nevertheless, the terms overlap in meaning, particularly in the Prophetic Books of the OT, where the reason for being “happy” is closely linked with the bestowal of divine favor.




    The Assyrian king’s invitation to the people of Judah to “make a blessing [bĕrāka] with me” (Is 36:16) may, because of the link between blessing and covenant, point to an agreement that is of mutual benefit (Murtonen, 174). However, as part of a speech that challenges confidence in God (Is 36:18-20) and suggests that the king of Assyria can give the *peace and prosperity elsewhere associated with God’s future rule (Is 36:16; cf. Mic 4:4; Zech 3:10), it might also be a call to trust Assyria, rather than God, as the source of hope and blessing.




    1.2. Curses. There are three main Hebrew roots relating to “curses,” “cursing” or “being cursed” in the OT (ʾrr, ʾlh, ql), and their usage in the prophetic literature broadly corresponds to their usage in the OT as a whole. These are frequently mentioned alongside blessing as its antithesis (Jer 17:5-8; 20:14-15; Zech 8:13; Mal 2:2; 3:9-10). There is considerable overlap of the semantic ranges of these terms, particularly in the context of the relationship between God and human beings; and when these terms are used in the OT, Gordon questions the view that a distinction may be made between them (Gordon, 492; cf. Scharbert, TDOT 1:415; Brichto, 215-18). However, although the terms may be used in the same or similar contexts and may sometimes be interchangeable, each also has its own particular function and emphasis.




    The root ʾrr occurs, frequently, in the curse formula “cursed be . . . ” or “let . . . be cursed,” formed with the Qal passive participle, ʾārûr, followed by the object of the curse. Although Jeremiah uses this formula in a personal context to curse the day of his birth (Jer 20:14-15), that use is exceptional in the OT, where the expression is used primarily in relation to the consequences of transgressing the requirements (specific or implied) of Israel’s covenant relationship with God (Jer 11:3; 17:5; Mal 1:14). This formula plays an important part in connection with the legal requirements set out in Deuteronomy (Deut 27:15-26; 28:16-19); and it is not surprising that the expression is used most frequently by Jeremiah, who appears to have been significantly influenced by Deuteronomic theology. However, while in Deuteronomy the curse is pronounced by the Levites, and elsewhere it may be pronounced by other figures in authority (e.g., Josh 6:26; 1 Sam 14:24), in the prophetic literature the ʾārûr formula is always put into the mouth of God, perhaps reflecting the prophets’ lack of confidence in existing secular and religious institutions to uphold covenant faithfulness (e.g., Jer 23:9-11). The invocation of such a curse would have the effect of excluding offenders from the covenant community, and so both distancing the community as a whole from the offenses described and also acting as a deterrent to future disobedience.




    The most frequent form of ʾlh in the prophetic literature, as in the OT as a whole, is the noun ʾālâ; the associated verb appears only in the infinitive (Hos 4:2; 10:4), where again it is used as a noun. These terms are associated predominantly with the curse that binds participants in a treaty or covenant to the obligations demanded by their relationship, and which is invoked when the conditions of that relationship are broken. By entering into a solemn, sworn commitment, parties effectively put themselves under the curse (ʾālâ) that accompanies that commitment; and this close identification of oath and curse is reflected in the fact that ʾālâ is also translated “oath” (e.g., Ezek 16:59; 17:13-19; cf. Hos 10:4). There is some overlap here with the more common word for “oath”, šĕbûʿâ, although the terms are not synonymous, and where ʾālâ is used, the main focus continues to be less on the oath itself and more on the consequences of breaking the sworn commitment. In this context there is also a close link between ʾālâ and bĕrît (“covenant”). In Hosea 10:4 ʾālôt refers to the oaths or curses that accompany covenant making (though in this case instead of acting as a solemn bond that holds the parties together, the commitment is criticized as being without substance). Similarly, in Ezekiel 17:13 making a covenant is paralleled with putting a person under the ʾālâ that is associated with it. Conversely, breaking the covenant is equivalent to despising the ʾālâ (Ezek 16:59; 17:16, 18-19). Elsewhere, ʾālâ refers to the curse that comes on the people and the land as a result of breaking their covenant obligations to God (Is 24:6; Jer 23:10; Dan 9:11; Zech 5:3).




    While ʾrr and ʾlh are set predominantly in the context of covenant, qll has a wider semantic range. It is used, for example, in the context of cursing those who are perceived to be the cause of distress (Is 8:21) or who, like Jeremiah, are viewed as a source of annoyance (Jer 15:10). However, in the prophetic literature, particularly the book of Jeremiah, qll is also linked with the divine judgment that follows the people’s sin. The people will become “a curse” or “an object of cursing” (e.g., Jer 24:9; 25:18; 26:6; 42:18; 44:8, 12, 22; Zech 8:13), pointing to the severity of judgment and perhaps implying that their fate will be something that others wish on their enemies when pronouncing a curse (cf. Jer 29:22) (Brichto, 196; Mitchell, 59-60; Scharbert, TDOT 13:41). Although there is no specific reference to bĕrît in these verses, the related occurrence of the covenant formula “they will be my people and I will be their God” (Jer 24:6) and the frequent link between cursing and disobedience (Jer 25:8; 26:4; 42:13; 44:10), which echoes Deuteronomic theology, set this judgment too within the context of breaking covenant obligations. This further indicates the overlap in meaning of these three terms, and the use of ʾālâ rather than qĕlālâ in Jeremiah 29:18 also indicates that under some circumstances the terms may be interchangeable (this is evident too in the occurrence of all three roots in the covenant curses in Deut 27–30).




    2. Theological Significance.




    2.1. The Power of Words. There has been debate about whether the declaration of blessings and curses in Israel was seen, as elsewhere in the ancient Near East, as a magical formula, carrying with it the effective power to bring about the consequences described (see, e.g., the summary by Thiselton). The suggestion that this may have been an earlier understanding in the OT (Scharbert, TDOT 1:265; TDOT 2:303; TDOT 13:43; Westermann, 56-59) may also be questionable (Thiselton, 296); in any case, it seems widely acknowledged that in the prophetic literature, which seeks to separate true worship of Yahweh from the mechanistic practices associated with other religious systems, blessings and curses have no magical power. It is possible that by burning Jeremiah’s scroll, Jehoiakim thought he could remove the implicit curse of defeat and exile by the Babylonians (Jer 36:29), and that might represent the popular theology. However, that threat of judgment received its power from God, and it seems reasonable to assume that all such blessings and curses are effective, not because of the power of the words themselves, but because God, who is the source of the declaration, will ensure that they are carried out; “In the Bible, good fortune and misfortune . . . are traceable to God, and prayers or imprecations invoking these are, even when not made explicit in the text, addressed to the Deity” (Brichto, 218; see also Mitchell, 173-76; Thiselton, 295-96). The fact that God may choose to reverse either the promises of blessing or the curses that would otherwise be expected to fall on the people (e.g., Mal 2:2; 3:9-10; cf. Jer 18:7-10) further indicates that the effective power lies with God and is not inherent within the blessings or curses themselves.




    2.2. Treaty Curses. As already noted, curses in the Prophetic Books may be associated with breaking a covenant. Blessings and curses were associated with ancient Near Eastern treaties, and several studies have noted parallels between curses found in treaties, particularly from Syria and Mesopotamia from the ninth to seventh centuries BC, and imprecations within the prophetic writings (see Fensham; Hillers; Johnston). In such treaties gods of the parties involved were invoked to fulfill the curses associated with failure to comply with treaty obligations. In one such treaty, made between Nebuchadnezzar and Zedekiah, king of Judah, Zedekiah was required to swear by God (2 Chron 36:13). And, when the king of Judah broke the covenant, even though it was a political agreement and probably made under duress, God defended it and threatened judgment on Zedekiah (Ezek 17:11-21). However, the imprecations do not bind God to act in a particular way. So (as suggested by Johnston, 417), Nahum can urge defiance of the curses associated with breaking the vassal treaty with Assyria and offer assurance that God not only will protect Judah but also will bring those covenant curses back onto Assyria. This different divine response may also reflect Assyria’s brutality toward its vassals and the probability that the initial treaty included the acceptance of foreign gods (2 Kings 16:10).




    2.3. Blessings and Curses and God’s Covenant with Israel. The link between curses and breaking covenant is particularly significant in the context of God’s covenant with Israel. In the Prophetic Books, as elsewhere in the OT, God’s blessing is closely associated with the physical well-being of the people, including freedom from oppression, which leads to peace and security in the *land, and material prosperity in the form of rainfall and plentiful harvests (e.g., Is 32:18-20; 65:20-25; Ezek 34:26-29; Hag 2:19; Zech 8:10-13; Mal 3:10-12). This blessing reflects God’s covenant commitment to his people in the book of Deuteronomy as they prepare to enter the promised land: divine blessing, including prosperity and continued possession of the land, will follow obedience (e.g., Deut 11:13-15, 26-29; 28:1-14). However, the corollary is also true: disobeying the requirements of the covenant relationship between God and his people will bring God’s curse, which will be evident in the withdrawal of divine blessing, the results of which might include drought, failing harvests, defeat by enemies and eventual expulsion from the land (e.g., Deut 11:16-17, 26-29; 28:15-44). That is the situation envisaged by the prophets. Despite continual warnings, the increasing apostasy of the people has resulted in the disasters threatened in the covenant curses befalling the nation (Jer 11:3; 23:10; Dan 9:11; Zech 5:3). Thus, Jeremiah reminds the people of the choice put before them (Jer 11:3–5) and goes on to note that their persistent failure to fulfill the requirements of their covenant relationship has resulted in God’s curse, in the form of defeat and exile (Jer 11:7-8). There are also several passages that appear to depict God bringing a legal case against Israel (e.g., Jer 2:4-13; Hos 4:1-3; Mic 6:1-5; cf. Is 1:2-3; 3:13-15). These so-called covenant lawsuits may have their origins in the context of international law where a party to a treaty could be held accountable for failure to meet its covenant obligations.




    Isaiah 24:5-6 also refers to a curse that follows breaking the “everlasting covenant” (bĕrît ʿôlām), which probably is a reference to the covenant with Noah. That covenant was made, following the flood, with all life on earth, and breaking it results in a curse that is also universal, consuming the earth. This curse echoes the devastation of the flood (Is 24:18b) and suggests a return to something like the chaos of Genesis 1:2 (cf. Jer 4:23; Zeph 1:2-4).




    2.4. Future Blessings. Although sin leads to God’s curse, judgment is not God’s final word, and renewed obedience opens the way to God’s blessing. Thus, the lack of prosperity that persisted after the return from exile will be reversed as the people renew their commitment to God by rebuilding the *temple (Hag 2:18-19; Zech 8:9-13), which was a symbol of God’s presence among them and of their continuing covenant relationship with him, and by giving God his due in the form of tithes and offerings (Mal 3:10; cf. Ezek 44:30).




    In other passages God’s blessings appear to be associated with a more distant future age, which will follow God’s direct intervention to deliver and restore his people and establish his reign. C. Westermann notes a close relationship between deliverance and the age of peace and prosperity that ensues, and divine blessing, and sees both as key elements in God’s promises about the future (Westermann, 34). The blessings of that coming age are still described in terms of material well-being, including lasting peace and security under the Davidic messiah (Ezek 34:23-31; cf. Is 11:1-9), the subservience of the nations (Is 61:5), longevity (Is 65:20-22) and increased prosperity (e.g., Is 65:8-10; cf. Joel 3:18). There is also an important spiritual dimension. God’s purpose is to establish a new and lasting covenant with his people (Is 61:8; Ezek 34:25; cf. Jer 31:31-34; Hos 2:16-19), and in order to enable the obedience necessary for that covenant to be maintained, the hearts of the people will be changed (Jer 31:3). In that context, material prosperity in terms of the renewed fruitfulness of what was barren desert becomes also a metaphor for the inward transformation of God’s people through the pouring out of his *Spirit (Is 32:15-20; 44:3-5; cf. Ezek 36:24-30).




    In this coming consummation, divine blessings are available also to non-Israelite *nations. There is tension here with the apparent subservience of the nations (e.g., Is 49:23; 60:10-16). Nevertheless, Isaiah 19:24-25 portrays Egypt and Assyria (which may be seen as representatives of warring nations formerly opposed to Israel) standing alongside Israel as equal participants in divine blessing. This is further indicated in Jeremiah 4:2, which echoes God’s promises to Abraham (Gen 12:3) and to the Davidic king (Ps 72:16) and emphasizes Israel’s agency. As the nations see the extent of the divine blessing received by a renewed and restored Israel, they will want to share in it and in the relationship with God that makes it possible (Zech 8:13, 20-23; cf. Is 2:2-4; 25:6-8; 56:3-8).




    Future blessings are also described in terms of a new creation. The promise in Isaiah 61:8 of a bĕrît ʿôlām (“everlasting covenant”) echoes the language of Isaiah 24:6. However, in contrast to that earlier passage, where breaking the covenant threatens to return the earth to precreation chaos, in the coming age God will reaffirm his victory over chaos and bring about both the recreation of his people (see Is 51:1-3, 9-11) and the creation of a new world order (Is 65:17-25) in which God’s blessings extend to the whole earth.




    See also Covenant; Peace, Rest; Retribution; Wrath.
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    CALL/COMMISSION NARRATIVES




    The term call narrative (or commission narrative, vocation account, Berufungsbericht) is a form-critical term denoting a specific literary genre “in which a prophet or the prophetic tradition refers to the initiatory commission of the prophet” (Sweeney, 542). Complete call narratives appear only in the Major Prophets: Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel (Is 6:1-13; Jer 1:4-19; Ezek 1:1—3:15). Other prophetic books, including Hosea, Amos and Jonah, contain only more limited references to a call experience (Hos 1:2; Amos 7:14-15; Jon 1:2).




    1. Biblical Sources




    2. History of Scholarship




    3. Life Setting and Tradition History




    1. Biblical Sources.




    Because the idea that Yahweh calls and commissions both individuals and groups for specific tasks is integral to the theological outlook of many OT writers, the motif of the call can be found throughout the OT. In addition, a number of texts that can be described as narratives of a call are generally not considered as examples of the call narrative genre proper (e.g., Abraham’s call in Gen 12:1-2; Joshua’s commissioning in Josh 1:1-9; Samuel’s call in 1 Sam 3:1—4:1). This is an interesting state of affairs and raises important questions about how call narratives have been defined. The list of call narratives proper is made up of a group of texts that exhibit significant formal similarities. These narratives exist both inside and outside the Prophetic Books.




    1.1. Call Narratives Outside the Prophetic Books. Call narratives outside the Prophetic Books that are important for understanding those within the Prophetic Books include the call of Moses (Ex 3:1—4:7), the call of Gideon (Judg 6:11-17, 36-40) and the anointing of Saul (1 Sam 9:1—10:16). In addition, the narrative of Micaiah ben Imlah’s conflict with Ahab and Zedekiah in 1 Kings 22:1-28 (esp. vv. 19-23), while not properly a call narrative, has figured prominently in scholarly discussion. The description of the divine court’s deliberations to which Micaiah is privy in this passage resembles the encounters in the divine throne room in Isaiah 6 and Ezekiel 1:1—3:15.




    Leaving aside 1 Kings 22:1-28 as a special case, a number of similarities among these narratives are important for understanding the call narratives of the prophets. First, each contains a direct proclamation by Yahweh or his envoy to the called person announcing his special status (Ex 3:1-6; Judg 6:12; 1 Sam 9:20). Second, in each narrative the person called expresses his inadequacy for the task assigned to him. Gideon and Saul are from “insignificant” tribes and families (Judg 6:15; 1 Sam 9:21). Moses offers a series of four reasons for his inadequacy (Ex 3:11, 13; 4:1-2, 10). Third, in each narrative Yahweh responds with some reassurance. Finally, in all of them some sign is given to the called person.




    1.2. Call Narratives Within the Prophetic Books.




    1.2.1. Hosea, Amos and Jonah. Although none of them contains a call narrative in its fullest sense, Hosea, Amos and Jonah contain limited references to a call experience that may be contrasted with the more elaborate narratives of Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel (see Hos 1:2; Amos 7:14-15; Jon 1:2). In the book of Jonah, the prophet simply is instructed, “Arise and go to the great city Nineveh and call out unto it” (Jon 1:2). Commentators acknowledge that this call to go to Nineveh may mark the beginning of Jonah’s prophetic activity, but most agree that it more likely represents not a call to the prophetic office but rather an instruction to perform a specific task. In Hosea the reference is more ambiguous: “When Yahweh began to speak with Hosea, Yahweh said to Hosea, ‘Go take for yourself a wife of whoredom’” (Hos 1:2). This phrase may indicate “a reference to a dramatic call to prophetic service” (Andersen and Freedman, 45). Or, it may not be an “account of an initiation connected with a prophetic call” at all (Wolff, 13). Although the book of Amos likewise does not contain a typical call narrative, it does refer to Amos’s call during the narration of his conflict with the priest Amaziah. After Amaziah accuses Amos of prophesying for money, Amos responds that he is not a nābîʾ (“prophet”) or a ben-nābîʾ (“son of a prophet”), but rather is specially commissioned by Yahweh. “Yahweh took me from following the flock, and Yahweh said to me, ‘Go prophesy to my people Israel’” (Amos 7:14-15).




    1.2.2. Jeremiah. Though not without literary critical problems, Jeremiah’s call narrative (Jer 1:4-19) is most similar to those of Moses, Gideon and Saul, but it exhibits a particularly close resemblance to Moses’ narrative. Jeremiah receives a commission from Yahweh that uses strong language of selection and appointment (Jer 1:4-5). Yahweh has chosen Jeremiah from the womb and given him a special task. Like each of the earlier figures, Jeremiah offers a reason for his inadequacy: he does not know how to speak, for he is only a youth (Jer 1:6). Yahweh offers reassurance (Jer 1:7-8), promising to be with Jeremiah. It has been suggested that Yahweh’s response, extending a hand and touching Jeremiah’s mouth, constitutes the sign, though it is important to note that unlike the earlier narratives, no sign is explicitly promised or requested. As with Moses, Yahweh does emphasize that Jeremiah will speak his words (Jer 1:9). The commissioning component of the call narrative is joined to a series of two *visions that explain the message of destruction that Jeremiah is to proclaim (Jer 1:13-16), reassure Jeremiah that Yahweh would carry out his word (Jer 1:11) and remind him not to be afraid (Jer 1:17). These visions may be regarded as further signs to Jeremiah (Holladay, 31).




    1.2.3. Isaiah. The book of Isaiah also contains a narrative of the prophet’s commissioning and exhibits some features similar to other call narratives. Like Jeremiah and Ezekiel, the prophet has divine action or words associated with his mouth (Is 6:6-7). He expresses his inadequacy (Is 6:11, according to Habel), and receives reassurance (Is 6:11-13, again according to Habel). The sign, however, is absent, and on further consideration, we can see that Isaiah’s expression of inadequacy has nothing to do with his task; indeed, it occurs before one is assigned to him. Moreover, the way in which the divine charge is presented is unusual. It is not really a charge at all; rather, it is a question directed to the divine council that the prophet overhears (Is 6:8). The instruction “Go” comes later (Is 6:9). M. Sweeney notes that Kaplan, Knierim, Kaiser, Wildeberger and Steck do not consider Isaiah 6 a call narrative (Sweeney, 135). To this list we can add C. Seitz, who agrees with Steck that Isaiah 6 is not an inaugural call to the prophetic office but rather a narrower commission to a specific task (Seitz, 54). Sweeney himself does believe that Isaiah 6 functions as a call narrative, even though it does not fit the expected pattern (Sweeney, 136). The decisions of all these scholars raise important questions about the definition and function of call narratives.




    1.2.4. Ezekiel. Ezekiel’s call narrative has also presented issues for form critics, the most significant of which is the relationship between the commissioning narrative (Ezek 2:1—3:15) and the lengthy vision that precedes it (Ezek 1:1-28). W. Zimmerli has argued persuasively on form-critical and tradition-historical grounds that the visionary material of Ezekiel 1 cannot be easily separated from the commissioning episode. The commissioning component of Ezekiel’s call narrative contains some of the features common to preprophetic call narratives. Ezekiel is approached by Yahweh and is told that he is being sent by Yahweh (Ezek 2:3-5). He is given reassurances by Yahweh (Ezek 2:6) and is told that Yahweh will enable him to withstand the resistance that he will encounter (Ezek 3:7-11). However, it is very difficult to identify the element of the narrative that functions as a sign, and there is no expression of inadequacy within the traditional boundaries of the narrative. N. Habel identifies the sign as the feeding of Ezekiel with the scroll (Ezek 2:8—3:3) (Habel, 313-14). By contrast, M. Greenberg claims that no sign is either asked for or given, indicating a discontinuity with the call narratives of Moses and Gideon (Greenberg, 81).




    2. History of Scholarship.




    R. Kilian’s 1967 article traces the history of critical scholarship on call narratives. Because the bulk of sustained work on these narratives considered as a group occurs between 1935 and 1971, the present discussion will focus on that formative period; however, it will also be important to note a few things about earlier and subsequent work.




    2.1. From Calvin to Duhm. Prior to the rise of form-critical scholarship, call narratives within the Prophetic Books were understood in the main as biography, presenting in a relatively simple and direct way the lived experience of the prophet. This certainly is true of premodern commentators such as John Calvin, who reads the call narrative of Jeremiah as a report of the prophet’s encounter with God, a report that then becomes instructive for understanding the call of a Christian minister (Calvin, 38). Critical scholars of the late nineteenth century, though they eschewed the premodern search for messianic texts in the prophets, shared the premodern interest in the prophets as historical personalities (Blenkinsopp, 27-28). They wanted to understand the prophets’ uniqueness in the history of Israelite religion and saw their call narratives as helpful to this task (see Prophecy, History of). As Kilian notes, no one up to this point really had paid any attention to the form in which these call narratives appeared, mainly because they were interested in other questions (Kilian, 357). Driven by J. Herder and the romantics, the focus was on the prophetic personality, and the call narrative was seen as a way to gain insight into this personality, in particular its spirituality and *psychology.




    2.2. Gunkel, Schmidt and Form Criticism. With H. Gunkel came a fuller realization of the problem of the distance between the actual lives of the prophets and their writings collected centuries afterward (Gunkel 1915, xxxviii). It is Gunkel who, in his 1915 introduction to H. Schmidt’s Die grossen Propheten (Gunkel 1915, xlv-lxix) and then more thoroughly in his own Die Propheten (Gunkel 1917, 104-40), begins to examine these writings more closely by identifying genres found within them (see Form Criticism). But it was Schmidt himself who first applied Gunkel’s methods to call narratives. He was convinced that the call narratives of Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel exhibited remarkable formal similarity. This could not be coincidence, nor could it be explained simply by arguing for a common experience. Rather, said Schmidt, it showed that there must have existed a carefully designed form that was used for the narrative presentation of these call experiences (Schmidt, 391). Although Schmidt’s observation laid the groundwork for later work on call narratives, it would be years before this work would begin in earnest (Kilian, 357).




    2.3. The 1960s. The fifteen years between 1956 and 1971 witnessed a proliferation of publications on the call narratives, eventually reaching a point where scholars felt the need to apologize for the presumption that anything new could be added to the discussion (Habel, 297).




    2.3.1. Ernst Kutsch. In 1956, E. Kutsch, as a result of a study of the call of Gideon (Judg 6:11-24), argued that one could detect in the Gideon narrative a carefully constructed “schema” that was repeated in the Elohistic call story of Moses (Ex 3:10-12), in the call of Jeremiah (Jer 1:5-10) and in the anointing of Saul (1 Sam 10:1-7). This schema Kutsch identified simply as the preprophetic call schema (vorprophetisches Berufungsschema). He noted four elements of this schema: the announcement of the assignment by Yahweh; the refusal of the called person; the overcoming of the refusal by Yahweh; and a sign as proof that the assignment had come from Yahweh (Kilian, 359).




    2.3.2. Walther Zimmerli. Another contribution to the discussion came at about the same time (1955) as a part of Zimmerli’s commentary on Ezekiel (ET 1979). Zimmerli argued that there were in fact two distinct types of call narratives evident in the OT, either of which would have been regarded as a typical form. In addition to the form outlined by Kutsch above, “there is a second expanded type of call narrative” that Isaiah and Ezekiel employ (Zimmerli, 99). In Isaiah and Ezekiel, Yahweh’s word of commissioning arises in the context of an overwhelming vision of the divine throne room. In the context of the divine court, Zimmerli notes, there is a greater distance between Yahweh and the prophet. Unlike the story of Jeremiah, which allows room for reluctance and even objection on the part of the prophet, in the narratives of Isaiah and Ezekiel there is “no room left for refusal” (Zimmerli, 99). With regard to form, Zimmerli concludes, “The differences serve to make clear that we are not dealing with a fixed formula” (Zimmerli, 99). Rather, the words of the commission from Yahweh can be combined with a vision of his throne room with “remarkable freedom;” this variation of the form arises in the ninth to eighth centuries BC (Zimmerli, 100). Zimmerli’s suggestion that there may be multiple kinds of call narratives helps make sense of some of the divergences noted earlier.




    2.3.3. Norman Habel. Habel published the earliest systematic study of call narratives available in English and so exerted an early influence on English-speaking scholars who did not have access to the German literature. Habel examined the call narratives of Gideon, Moses, Jeremiah, First Isaiah, Ezekiel and Second Isaiah in order to offer some conclusions about where the form originated and how it developed over time. Like Zimmerli, Habel believed that prophetic call narratives arose from a prophet’s experience filtered through earlier traditions. Unlike Zimmerli, however, Habel argued for just a single type of call narrative shared among all the prophets. Moses’ call narrative (itself a template for Gideon and others) is used as a paradigm that “the classical prophets . . . appropriate and develop” in order to establish “a specific link with the past history of Israel” (Habel, 316). Further, in contrast with Kutsch’s four elements, Habel identified a generally consistent set of six elements that usually appear in a particular order: a divine confrontation, the introductory word, a commission, an objection, a reassurance and a sign. Although Habel’s six elements often are acknowledged in contemporary discussions, his thesis that all prophetic call narratives are of a single type is not as broadly accepted.




    2.3.4. Wolfgang Richter and Klaus Gouders. Two further studies from this period are important to note. First is the work of Richter, who in two detailed monographs examined the preprophetic call narratives (Gideon, Moses, Saul). Richter’s preprophetic call narrative schema resembles Kutsch’s; however, he adds a “description of the need” at the beginning (the Israelites are being oppressed by enemies: Egyptians, Philistines, Midianites) and a “savior formula” at the end (the called person in each case is told that they will “save” the Israelites) (Richter, 142-67). After a thorough investigation of these narratives and a comparison with the call narratives of the Major Prophets, Richter concludes that the form of the call narrative originates during the period of the judges. The calls of Gideon and Saul represent the earliest form of this genre (Richter, 176).




    The 1971 published dissertation of Gouders offers a thorough study of the call narratives of Moses and the three Major Prophets. Gouders’s conclusions about the type(s) and elements of the call narrative echo those of Zimmerli. There are indeed two types of call narrative, an Isaianic type and a Jeremianic type, with Ezekiel’s call narrative being a mixed form. Contrary to Richter, Gouders concludes with G. von Rad that the call narrative genre originates with the prophets, and that this genre then exerts influence on the call narratives of Moses and the judges via later redactors and/or authors (Gouders, 199-201). For Gouders, the prophets’ articulation of their call is essential both to their personal identity and to their legitmation before Israel (Gouders, 244).




    2.4. Contemporary Work on Call Narratives. Since the 1970s, scholarly work on call narratives as a distinct genre has diminished significantly. Instead, scholars tend to focus on call narratives as components of the biblical books of which they are a part. B. Long has advised that the best way to understand a call narrative is to investigate the relation of the unique features of each prophet’s call narrative to the larger literary themes of the book (Long, 11). Examples of this approach are available in the best commentaries (e.g., Sweeney on Isaiah, Childs on Exodus) and also in exegetical articles and essays dealing with the passages in question (e.g., Wilson; Sharp). Alternatively, some studies have examined how some of the commonly expected components of the call genre can be found in other parts of the book (Jeppesen; Phinney) and what this might mean for the book’s editorial history. One notable exception to the trend away from the consideration of the genre as a whole is H.-C. Schmitt’s article highlighting evidence for the influence of wisdom traditions on prophetic call narratives (Schmitt, 214-15).




    3. Life Setting and Tradition History.




    Important questions face all form-critical discussions of call narratives. If the call narrative is a distinct genre, what is its origin? How did it develop over time? For what purpose was any given call narrative written down? What is the relationship between the call narratives found in the Prophetic Books and those found outside them? Though not exhaustive or systematic, the following discussion highlights some of the more notable attempts to answer these questions.




    3.1. The Uniqueness of the Call Narrative. It has been suggested that the call narrative is sui generis; its origin is not related to any previous Israelite form or life setting, but rather is intimately connected with the rise of prophetism. As G. von Rad puts it, “The prophetic call [experience] gave rise to a new literary category, the account of a call” (von Rad, 2:54). On this view, the call narrative forms developed during the Israelite monarchy, the Isaiah form earlier (ninth to eighth centuries BC) and the Jeremiah form later (seventh century BC), and primarily served as a way to authenticate the prophet before his audience and to demonstrate that the message that the prophet spoke was from Yahweh (Gouders, 188). Call narratives “were not characteristic of the representatives of Jahwism from the very beginning” (von Rad, 2:54). The call narratives of Moses (Ex 3) and those found in the Deuteronomistic History (Gideon, Samuel) represent the tradition’s later reflection on those figures in light of the experiences/narratives of the prophets of the monarchic period. Proponents of this view do not necessarily deny the experiences of these earlier figures; rather, they argue that the way those experiences are portrayed literarily is heavily influenced by the prophetic call narratives.




    3.2. Development from the Commissioning Speech. Another alternative, offered by Habel, accepts the legitimating function of the call narrative but suggests that the form itself derives from court messenger practices in the ancient Near East (Habel, 317). Building on C. Westermann’s work on the prophet as Yahweh’s messenger, Habel cites Genesis 24:35-48, in which Abraham’s servant recounts to Laban the narrative of his own commission by Abraham. This, Habel says, is an example of what must have been a typical pattern of credential presentation used by “ambassadors or messengers on a special mission,” and it is this pattern that the prophets emulate (Habel, 322). In following the pattern, the messengers “not only spelled out the reason for their coming, but also repeated the commission ceremony from their master” (Habel, 322) Unlike von Rad, Habel believes that the prophetic call narratives “appropriate and develop the call traditions reflected in the structure of the calls of Moses and Gideon” (Habel, 316). Development runs from Moses to Ezekiel, not vice versa.




    3.3. Bidirectional Canonical Influence. In his Exodus commentary B. Childs offers a kind of mediating position between the preceding two views, acknowledging that there is a complex relationship between the tradition associated with Moses and the later office of the prophet. On the one hand, Childs notes, “The tradition linked Moses’ call as Yahweh’s messenger with the later phenomena of classical prophetism. It recognized correctly that a new element entered with Moses which set [this later period] apart from the patriarchal period. The patriarchs received revelation in theophanies, but had no commission to transmit a message to others. Moses’ call recounts the deep disruptive seizure of a man for whom neither previous faith nor personal endowment played a role in preparing him for his vocation” (Childs, 56). However, Childs continues, “It is also clear that the later prophetic office influenced the tradition of Moses’ call. Particularly in the expanded form of the present text, the series of questions raised by Moses in objection to being sent echo the inner and outer struggles of the prophets of Israel” (Childs, 56). The call of Moses influences the prophets, but literary influence runs the other way as well.




    3.4. Development from a Priestly Oracle of Salvation. The idea that the prophets were closely connected with the cult (see Liturgy and Cult) arises first with the work of S. Mowinckel, but it is H. Reventlow who asserts that the call narratives themselves are liturgical components of real cultic rituals in which cultic officials formally ordain the prophet to his office (Reventlow, 76-77). The call narratives of Ezekiel and Isaiah certainly show evidence of cultic influence, and Jeremiah comes from a priestly family; however, most today are convinced that Reventlow overestimated the connection between prophets and the cult (Blenkinsopp, 32).




    3.5. The Prophet as the Vizier of Yahweh. K. Baltzer has suggested that a close form-critical cousin of the call narrative can be found in narratives recounting the appointment of Egyptian viziers, high-ranking officials in Egypt to whom the authority of the king was directly delegated (Baltzer 1975, 136-49). On this basis, he argues that the prophets understood themselves as Yahweh’s viziers rather than as mere messengers. The prophet-as-messenger idea simply does not “explain the claims which men like Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel made with respect to the rank of their office” (Baltzer 1968, 570). Perhaps the best biblical analogy is in 2 Kings 18, where the Rabshakeh, clearly a Babylonian royal official, also serves as a messenger of Sennacherib.




    3.6. Call Narratives and Prophetic Legitimation. Until relatively recently, one common view of the function of prophetic call narratives was that they served to legitimate the prophet as an authentic messenger of Yahweh before a skeptical audience. The conclusion was based in part on the autobiographical form of the narratives and also on evidence for resistance to the prophet’s messages. However, several recent works that emphasize the function of call narratives as components of individual books rather than as examples of a larger genre have offered alternative views. B. Long, after assessing anthropological work done on intermediary figures in so-called primitive societies, questions whether call narratives ever function primarily to authenticate the messenger. And J. Robson, in his recent work on Ezekiel, suggests that Ezekiel’s call narrative functions not to authenticate the prophet, but rather to portray him as an example of the obedience that Yahweh would have of all his people.




    3.7. Ways Forward. When we consider the variety of challenges associated with a strictly form-critical approach to the genre as a whole, it seems that the contemporary tendency to focus on call narratives within the context of their particular books is a wise one (see Sweeney and Ben Zvi). Although certain call narratives exhibit a great deal of formal similarity with each other, and all call narratives exhibit some, it may be that there is still too much diversity to argue for a consistent literary form. Rather, we have narratives that are united by their subject matter, broadly considered, and, as Childs has suggested, by the fact that they are theologically shaped by a shared tradition.




    See also Divine Council; Form Criticism; Liturgy and Cult; Prophecy, History of; Visions, Prophetic.
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    CANON, CANONIZATION




    When the word canonization is used in common parlance, people often have in mind ecclesiastical bodies that made unilateral decisions about whether books should be included or excluded from a divinely inspired collection of books. Unfortunately, the evidence for such councils is meager in the ancient world, especially with reference to the OT. Even the terms canon and canonization used in reference to authoritative collections of books were coined long after the biblical period. Athanasius, in his Thirty-Ninth Festal Letter, is the first to use the terms to signify an explicit list of divinely authoritative books (AD 350). This has not deterred scholars from searching for such evidence, but nonetheless it is clear that the canonization process is mysteriously obscured, perhaps intentionally to emphasize the sacred authority of the documents themselves.




    1. Terminology




    2. Internal Evidence
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    4. Jewish and Christian Canonical Traditions




    1. Terminology.




    When dealing with the canonization of the prophets, it is important to clarify terms. In the Jewish tradition the “Former Prophets” refers to the historical books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel and Kings, which are matched with the “Latter Prophets,” referring to the writing prophets Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel (the Major Prophets) and the *Twelve (the Minor Prophets). For the purposes of this article, the major focus will be on the canonization of the writing prophets.




    2. Internal Evidence.




    Even though the terms canon and canonization came into specific usage later to describe a divinely authoritative collection of books, the concept of such a list was present at a much earlier time. In fact, the inscribing of the Ten Commandments at Sinai is probably the first seminal canon in ancient Israel. Moses, viewed as the ultimate prophet in Israel (Ex 34:5-7; Num 12:6-8; Deut 34:10-12), was the person to whom the first canonical text—the ten words inscribed by the finger of God—was entrusted to be placed at the very center of community life as the will of God for the entire nation, both present and future (Ex 25:22; Deut 10:5). In fact, further divine revelations to the community came through Moses, and a prophetic institution was established as a successor to Moses so that the role of Sinai as the decisive revelation of the divine will was continued in Israel. One might even say that prophetic succession “institutionalized” or “contemporized” Sinai (Deut 18:15-22).




    In stories about the prophets and in their sayings the focus is on their speech, which is viewed as divinely authoritative. The prophets are seen as visionaries and as messengers. Indeed, one of the hallmarks of prophecy is the introduction of their speech with the words “Thus says Yahweh.” Young Samuel is one whose words do not fail to be fulfilled (1 Sam 3:19). A dead prophet’s bones resurrect a corpse (2 Kings 13:20-21). A prophet’s words resurrect a dead nation (Ezek 37:1-14). Prophetic words have power and authority; they are like a fire, a hammer that shatters rock (Jer 23:29), making the prophet trembling and drunk (Jer 23:9) and inspiring him with dread and fear before an awesome God (Amos 3:8). These words are not mere information; rather, they “pluck up and tear down, build and plant” (Jer 1:10) and accomplish what the divine will intends (Is 55:11). That there would be an interest in inscribing the prophets’ words and preserving them for future generations seems a logical step.




    The first evidence of such activity is found in Isaiah, when the prophet is urged in a particularly dark period to ensure that his prophetic words will be preserved for a future generation as a witness of their truth (“Bind up the message and seal the instruction with my disciples” [Is 8:16]). Meanwhile, the prophet and his disciples are to wait patiently for the Lord to act. Later, the prophet is urged to write down a prophecy on a tablet so that the people might have it in future days “as a witness forever” (Is 30:8) (see Writing and Prophecy). It probably was such early texts that became the nucleus of the later book of Isaiah. Similarly, later, during Jeremiah’s time, the prophet is urged to produce a scroll that contained all his prophecies and to read them to the people at worship in the *temple. The comprehensive nature of the prophecies read out to the people at one time was intended to produce *repentance and renewed commitment to God (Jer 36:1-3). The divine word on a scroll becomes separate from its human author and takes on a life of its own as the word of God. This is demonstrated in one particular example when Ezekiel is called to be a prophet during the *exile (Ezek 2:8—3:4). In a *vision, God hands him a scroll filled with the divine word for him to ingest. Here the scroll exists before the prophet has even spoken its words or his scribe had written down the words.




    Moses, as the supreme prophet, came to be associated with the Torah, the first five books of the OT, in particular the last book of Deuteronomy. From early times these books, especially Deuteronomy, were regarded as the divine revelation for all generations of Israelites. When the book of Deuteronomy fell into disuse, was lost and was later recovered, its divine authority was recognized by Josiah and his courtiers, who tore their garments after hearing its words read to them, having been convicted of their nation’s idolatrous ways (2 Kings 22). This text of the Torah became the basis of a renewed *covenant between the people and God and inspired a radical religious and social revolution. The divine authority of the Torah was powerfully demonstrated. But what is important for prophecy in particular is that nearly a generation later, the same divine authority was shown for a prophetic scroll. In a text already mentioned, Jeremiah the prophet was told to make a scroll of his prophecies and read them to the people in order to produce the same effect that the Torah scroll had on an earlier generation, but the representative of the new generation, King Josiah’s son, would have nothing to do with any reform (Jer 36). Instead of ripping up his garments, he tore apart the prophetic scroll and threw it into a fire in what may have been the first book-burning incident in recorded history. The moral difference between the two kings, father and son, could not have been greater. But the important point for canonization is that the prophetic text should have registered the same impact as the Torah text. Both texts thus had “canonical” authority prior to the exile of Judah. Almost in passing, it is mentioned in Jeremiah that the destroyed prophetic scroll was reproduced, with more prophecies added (Jer 36:32). This shows in some ways the indestructible character of the prophetic word. It emerged from the fire to do its own work in history.




    The prophetic charism naturally led to the words of the prophet being transcribed not only as a witness to the truth of the prophecies to later generations but also as a word that transcended its first temporal historical context. Prophecy in the nature of the case represented divine revelation, and when transferred to a textual medium, it carried all the theological freight of divine authority now made permanent and transcending its original historical context. It thus had a prima facie case for canonicity. In fact, the final edition of the prophetic writings in the HB reflect this divine authority. In each of the major prophecies of Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel prominence is given to a divine call in which is emphasized the role of the prophet as a mediator of the divine will (Is 6; Jer 1; Ezek 1—3). All previous social relationships fall into the background before this new communicative task. The divine words placed in the prophetic mouth are especially conspicuous, and by the time of Ezekiel, as already mentioned, a prophetic scroll that the prophet must ingest is dramatically in focus.




    When the prophetic scrolls were finally produced, the evidence suggests that their final editors saw them as having “canonical authority.” The titles of their works stressed the importance of prophetic authority, divine authority communicated with specific prophetic terminology (“saw,” “vision,” “word of the LORD,” “oracle”) and generally in a historical context (during the reign of certain kings). This common terminology suggests that the prophetic scrolls were viewed as part of a collection that obviously was authoritative (Is 1:1; Jer 1:1-4; Ezek. 1:1-3; Hos 1:1; Joel 1:1; Amos 1:1; Obad 1; Jon 1:1; Mic 1:1; Nah 1:1; Hab 1:1; Zeph 1:1; Hag 1:1; Zech 1:1; Mal. 1:1).




    Despite the various differences among them, there is a consistent claim to divine authority using technical terms for divine revelation. Thus, although the words are dated to a particular time and to a particular person, the person is important only inasmuch as he is a vehicle for the divine word. For example, the words of Amos are important because they are the words of God. Sometimes, particular effort is made to validate the prophetic authority, as in the dating of the prophecies, occasionally even in specific terms (e.g., “two years before the earthquake” [Amos 1:1b]). The preservation, editing and transmission of these oracles demonstrate the sacred authority of these writings and their relevance for future generations.




    The use of the oracles of earlier prophets in later times shows their divine authority. For example, Micah’s electrifying words to a complacent audience in Jerusalem that the temple would be destroyed and the holy city decimated are remembered a century later in Jeremiah’s time, when the earlier prophecy is cited virtually verbatim (Mic 3:12; Jer 26:18). One of the later prophets, Zechariah, prophesying in the exile, clearly refers to the divine authority of earlier prophetic words. The prophets who spoke them have been long since dead, but the words that they spoke have been alive and well, bringing about judgment (Zech 1:1-6; 7:7-14). This shows clearly that in Zechariah’s time the words of earlier prophets have been remembered and preserved. In the later section of Zechariah (Zech 9—14) there is much dependence on early prophetic texts, which shows their authority (cf., e.g., Zech 14:2-3 with Ezek 38—39; Zech 14:5 with Amos 1:2; Zech 14:8 with Ezek 47; Zech 14:10 with Is 2:1-5).




    In particular, the writing of the revelations of the so-called Minor Prophets on one scroll, which later became known as The Twelve, whose terminus ad quem would have been the early postexilic period, suggests the time when these writings were integrated into a collection with the Torah. From details such as these, D. N. Freedman argues that the Prophets were canonized during this period.




    Finally, there is some evidence that suggests that canonical tradents or editors may have “stamped” these documents with a canonical “imprimatur.” At the end of the Torah there is an extraordinary emphasis on Moses as the prophet par excellence, and at the end of the Prophets in certain early orderings there is an extraordinary emphasis on both Moses as the representative of the Torah and Elijah as the representative of the Prophets, suggesting that these two complexes of literature have been integrated into a whole, the Law and the Prophets, and are to be read in harmony, not in dissonance (cf. Deut 34:10-12; Mal 4:4-6). Both texts may also suggest that the age of prophetic revelation has come to an end, and that the important task is to study and observe and wait in anticipation of a future great prophetic revelation that would coincide with the appearance of Elijah, the prophet most like Moses in the OT.




    3. External Evidence.




    3.1. The End of Prophetic Inspiration. It is clear that after the postexilic period there was a growing awareness in some broad streams of Judaism that the age of canonical prophecy had ceased. In a number of texts that specifically deal with divine authority and sacred writings the term prophet is conspicuous. Josephus writes about a closed corpus of divinely inspired scriptures that is divided into three categories: law, prophets, and hymns and other books (Josephus, Ag. Ap.1.37-42). This corpus consists of five books of the law, thirteen books of prophets and four of a nonprophetic genre. Based on Josephus’s use of Scripture in his works, it is probable that all the traditional prophetic books would have been included in the second division, plus other historical books that would have been regarded as being written under prophetic inspiration. Josephus is absolutely clear that the age of canonical revelation ceased with the last of the biblical prophets during the Persian period.




    The belief that it was particularly prophetic inspiration that produced Scripture is also attested in the NT when the entire OT revelation can be termed “all that the prophets spoke” (Lk 24:25). Similarly, the second-century AD apocryphal work Gospel of Thomas can describe the OT simply as the collection of “the twenty-four prophets” (Gos. Thom. 52). The number “twenty-four” referred to the complete number of books in the Hebrew Bible.




    Josephus and other writers probably believed that prophetic inspiration could still sporadically occur, but that canonical prophets such as Isaiah, Ezekiel, Jeremiah and the Twelve were in a different category altogether. The prophetic cessation of these types of prophets is seen in a number of statements like this one from 1 Maccabees: “So they tore down the altar and stored the stones in a convenient place on the temple hill until there should come a prophet to tell what to do with them” (1 Macc 4:45b-46 [cf. 1 Macc 9:27; 14:41]). It is perhaps possible to understand these statements in a way that does not reflect the absence of the activity of prophecy, but it is certainly not a natural reading of these texts.




    Signs of this belief can be seen among the rabbis of the Mishnah, where the prophets are regarded as preceding the rabbis (m. ʾAbot 1:1; cf. m. Peʾah 2:6). A reference in the Tosefta makes explicit this understanding: “When the latter prophets died, that is, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, then the Holy Spirit came to an end in Israel. But even then they made them hear through an echo” (t. Soṭah 13:3 A, B). Other examples from rabbinic sources describe the cessation of a prophetic age: “Until then, the prophets prophesied by means of the holy spirit. From then on, give ear and listen to the words of the sages” (S. ʿOlam Rab. 30 [cf. 2 Bar. 85:3; b. Soṭah 48b; b. Sanh. 11a]).




    Another clear indication of the prevalence of a belief in the end of a prophetic epoch is the proliferation of pseudepigrapha. There is a virtual myriad of books written under pseudonyms, such as Apocalypse of Adam, Apocalypse of Abraham, Apocalypse of Elijah, 1-3 Enoch, Testament of Moses, 4 Ezra, Joseph and Aseneth, Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. The most reasonable explanation of the use of pseudonyms is to secure “canonical authority” for the literature by dating it to a period during the exact succession of the prophets.




    But this idea of a long-lost prophetic age is also shown by important devout works that were not written pseudonymously but nonetheless lacked the important qualification. A statement in the Tosefta reads, “The books of Ben Sira and all books written thenceforward do not impart uncleanness to hands” (t. Yad. 2:13b). All of these texts suggest that a canonical epoch has come to an end, and literature written after this canonical epoch was not written by canonical prophets and therefore could not be part of the canon of Scripture. The assumption is that the prophetic books have long been canonized.




    Among rabbinic traditions there is mention of the need by some rabbis “to store away Ezekiel.” This was a serious concern because that meant that the book’s canonical status was in doubt as it was to be removed from daily use and caused to perish, even though it might still be respected. In the Talmud there is mention of a famous rabbi who burned three hundred barrels of late-night oil successfully reconciling the contradictions between Ezekiel’s vision of the temple and the Torah’s vision of the tabernacle (b. Šabb. 13b). However, the problems that harmonization presented showed that the book itself was already considered canonical. Another rabbinic tradition suggests that to remove Ezekiel probably meant “to remove it from liturgical use.” The story was told of a child who was reading the first chapter probably flippantly, and the fire from the heavenly vision leapt from the page and consumed him (b. Ḥag. 13a). Evidently, the desire for removal stemmed from a desire to avoid the danger of profanization or blasphemy. But the book’s canonization was never in doubt.




    Other traditions seem to confirm this. In the Mishnah (m. Meg. 4:10; m. Ḥag. 2:1) there is a note that the chariot vision should not be read by someone who is not a sage. Jerome makes reference to the following Jewish tradition: “The beginning and ending of Ezekiel, the third of the four, are involved in so great obscurity that like the commencement of Genesis they are not studied by the Hebrews until they are thirty years old” (Epist. 53).




    3.2. The Identity of the Prophets. The book of Sirach shows clearly that by 180 BC at the latest all of the prophets were considered in the biblical canon. First, Ben Sira reflects on the biblical heritage of Jews and their biblical role models in the section commonly referred to as “In Praise of the Fathers” (Sir 44—49). He begins by providing an impressive list of heroes who are virtually household names to his audience, beginning with Adam and ending with Nehemiah. The prophets are mentioned in particular: “But they called upon the Lord, who is merciful, and stretched out their hands toward him; and immediately the Holy One heard them out of heaven, and delivered them by the ministry of Isaiah”; “They burnt the chosen city of the sanctuary, and made the streets desolate, according to the prophecy of Jeremiah”; “It was Ezekiel who saw the glorious vision, which was showed him upon the chariot of the cherubim”; “And of the twelve prophets let the memorial be blessed, and let their bones flourish again out of their place, for they comforted the people of Jacob, and delivered them by assured hope” (Sir 48:20; 49:6, 8, 10). Here it is significant that the twelve Minor Prophets are viewed as a “booked entity,” placed at the end of a prophetic collection, which is preceded by the sequence of Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel.




    Second, there is a direct quotation from the ending of the book of Malachi, the last prophet of the Twelve, regarding the coming of Elijah, who would “turn the heart of the father unto the son, and to restore the tribes of Jacob” (Sir 48:10). This shows that the final words of the book of the twelve Minor Prophets were there, indicating a completed collection.




    Two generations later, when Ben Sira’s grandson wished to translate his grandfather’s book into Greek, he indicated twice that his grandfather’s book was essentially an attempt to make relevant an authoritative body of literature named “the law, the prophets and the other books.” He also stressed that the translation of his father’s book into Greek would inevitably result in loss of the original meaning, just as was true when the Bible—the law, the prophecies and the rest of the books—was translated into Greek. Not only can a major division of the Bible be called “the prophets” or “the prophecies,” but also it is apparent that these prophets have been translated into Greek by the LXX translators, since the Greek translation of Sirach was heavily indebted to the LXX.




    Around the same time as Ben Sira (180 BC), the book of Tobit mentions several prophets in particular (Amos [Tob 2:6], Nahum [Tob 14:4, Codex Sinaiticus], Jonah [Tob 14:4, Codices Vaticanus and Alexandrinus]) but also speaks of the prophets as a collective entity. The dying Tobit’s last words contain advice for Tobiah to flee Nineveh, where the coming judgment announced by a prophet will soon occur. But beyond the judgment there is hope, as God will restore his people once again, and the temple will be rebuilt “just as the prophets of Israel spoke” (Tob 14:5). The prophets probably are viewed together as a collective entity.




    Throughout literature written during the late pre-Christian period, the prophets are so significant that they constitute part of the title for the Hebrew Bible. Thus, the biblical corpus is most frequently called “the law and the prophets.” This title or a variant is found not only in the prologue to Sirach but also in the following works. In 2 Maccabees, before a major battle Judas comforts his soldiers from “the law and prophets” (2 Macc 15:9). In 4 Maccabees the writer encourages his audience with the example of the father of the famous martyrs who taught his children from “the law and the prophets” (4 Macc 18:10). At Qumran, not only were all the prophetic books used, particularly Isaiah, but also commentaries were written on some of them, and the entire scriptural corpus was named variously “books of the law . . . and the words of the prophets” (CD-A VII, 15-17) or “Moses and the prophets” (1QS I, 1-3) or the “book of Moses [and] the book[s of the pr]ophets and Davi[d]’ (4Q397 14-21, 10) (see Dead Sea Scrolls). Similar titular formulae were used in the NT, with fourteen references to “the law and the prophets” (e.g., Mt 5:17; 7:12; 22:40; Lk 16:16; Jn 1:45; Acts 13:15; 24:14; Rom 3:21). Although Philo makes little reference to the prophetic writings, he does refer to an ascetic group that regularly studied a corpus of literature called “laws, oracles delivered by prophets, psalms and anything else that fostered piety” (Contemp. 25).




    This common nomenclature for the Hebrew canon shows how significant the term prophets was. Clearly, there were nonprophetic books included in this category as some texts indicate, but they could be grouped together with the prophetic writings under their name.




    4. Jewish and Christian Canonical Traditions.




    The prophets are confined to the second division of the Hebrew Bible, with the earliest attested order based on chronology: Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, the Twelve (Sirach). This chronological order is preserved in Jerome and is dominant in the Hebrew manuscript tradition of the Middle Ages, beginning with the Cairo Codex (AD 896) and the Aleppo Codex (AD 925).




    However, a literary order is found in an early text (AD 125-150): Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah, the Twelve (b. B. Bat. 14b). This may be based on the decreasing size of the books, but the rabbis gave theological reasons for this order. The four literary prophets are paired with four former prophets: Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings. And since Kings ends on a note of judgment and Jeremiah begins on such a note, it was thought fitting to keep them together, with the remaining books producing a momentum of hope: “Let us see again. Isaiah was prior to Jeremiah and Ezekiel. Then why should not Isaiah be placed first? — Because the Book of Kings ends with a record of destruction and Jeremiah speaks throughout of destruction and Ezekiel commences with destruction and ends with consolation and Isaiah is full of consolation; therefore we put destruction next to destruction and consolation next to consolation” (b. B. Bat. 14b). In the later Hebrew tradition, this sequence is reflected in a series of manuscripts dated to the twelfth century AD and later, but it is not nearly as common. There is also evidence of a third sequence, reflected in a few manuscripts beginning in the twelfth century AD: Jeremiah, Isaiah, Ezekiel, the Twelve.




    One important feature of the above Jewish tradition, however, is the exclusion of *Daniel from the prophetic books. It is placed uniformly in the third division of the canon, the Writings. The traditional explanation for its exclusion from the prophetic division is that it was not written until much later (165 BC), and since the prophetic division was already closed, it had to be relegated to the third division of the canon, which was not closed until the end of the first century AD. For two reasons, this view is no longer tenable. First, it cannot be determined that the third division was closed until a later time. Second, there was a tradition that Daniel was a wisdom book, and that he was an interpreter of dreams, to be distinguished from a “prophet” or “seer,” titles for prophets that never were used to describe him.




    However, there is another ancient Jewish tradition reflected in Josephus in which Daniel was regarded as part of the Prophets. This tradition is preserved in Christian lists beginning with Melito ( AD 170), where the sequence near the end of his list is Isaiah, Jeremiah, the Twelve, Daniel, Ezekiel (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.26.13–14). A similar order is attested by Origen (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.25). But by far the more common order among the early Christian Greek lists is as follows: the Twelve, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Daniel. Another feature of these lists is the tendency of these literary prophets to migrate toward the end of the OT. This escalates their eschatological function in anticipating and preparing the way for the coming of the Messiah as announced in the NT, but it is impossible to say whether this is a distinct Christian contribution or another pre-Christian Jewish order that early Christians adopted and adapted. At any rate, by a later period the prophets are uniformly placed at the end of the OT, and the sequence of Isaiah, Jeremiah, Lamentations, Ezekiel, Daniel and the twelve Minor Prophets has become fixed in the Christian OT. The influence of the LXX, in which Jeremiah is regarded as the author of Lamentations, has attracted the latter to Jeremiah.




    See also Canonical Criticism; Formation of the Prophetic Books; Twelve, Book of the; Writing and Prophecy.
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    CANONICAL CRITICISM




    The term canonical criticism denotes a family of modern biblical interpretive methods and approaches that advocate attention to the final shape and/or shaping of the canon as a remedy to the crisis in biblical theology occasioned by the distancing between historical analysis and theological reflection. To understand why its proponents defend it as the most comprehensive in the academy (Seitz) requires an understanding of the work of Brevard S. Childs, whose diagnosis of this crisis (Childs 1970) led to his formulation of a canonical approach (Childs 1979), and of James A. Sanders, who coined the term canonical criticism (Sanders 1972; 1987).
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    1. The Work of James A. Sanders and Brevard S. Childs.




    1.1. James A. Sanders. Sanders, a pioneer of research on ancient canons, advocates canonical criticism as a corrective to post-Enlightenment scholarship’s decanonizing of Scripture. This scholarship, he argued, liberated the Bible from the pulpit but chained it to the scholar’s desk. Nonetheless, as biblical scholars eventually showed the biblical texts to have originated in faith-filled study and worship, clarification of these origins required refocusing biblical interpretation around two foci: canonical process and canonical *hermeneutics.




    Canonical process denotes how the canon in all its multiplicity was shaped. Since the meaning given to the whole transcends combinations of its precursors, the forces that shaped the whole must be ferreted out by canonical hermeneutics: biblical thinkers depolytheized what they learned from others, monotheized it, Yahw(eh)ized and then Israelitized it. Monotheizing nurtures the ability to affirm God as the God of death as well as of life (1 Sam 2:6), to suffer defeat, and to see God’s bias for the weak, as illustrated by prophetic narratives (e.g., 1 Kings 17—19). The canon shifts the reader’s focus from human-centered moralism to God-centered theology. To moralize is to focus on the self. To theologize is to focus on what God does with the sinful likes of the reader mirrored in the text. If one has to moralize, one ought to imitate God not as redeemer of one’s privileged group, but rather as creator of all, and this is the mark of true as opposed to false prophets (Sanders 1977; 1987, 101, 188).




    1.2. Brevard S. Childs. Childs typically begins commenting on a text by reviewing what historical-critical methodologies reveal about its historical and literary layers, and then he shows how these methodologies fail to account for the text’s final shape. Since the axiom of historical-critical scholarship of prophetic literature impels its proponents to reconstruct and prioritize the original words and/or figures of the prophets, they invariably devalue whatever is secondary as homily or theology. Repudiating this axiom as uncritical, Childs advocates the final text as what its tradents intended to transmit as Scripture for future readers. Childs elucidated the many ways in which they did this for the prophetic corpus (Childs 1979). These he summarized (Childs 1978) as follows.




    The original prophetic message was integrated into a larger framework that either transcends the historical doom-laden perspective of the prophet and offers hope beyond destruction, as illustrated by Amos 9:8b-15, or interprets the original message metaphorically to refer it to a different audience, as illustrated by the reconfiguration of Hosea’s sign acts condemning northern Israel’s adulterous *worship of Baal to condemn southern Judea’s idolatrous practices as religious adultery. Rather than weakening the original messages of judgment, the prophetic oracles may either be placed within interpretative rules of faith that serve to remind the people that they stand under Moses’ law, as illustrated by Malachi and its appendices, or arranged around dominant motifs illustrating the pattern or typology of God’s coming rule, as exemplified by Isaiah’s and Micah’s oracles of judgment and salvation. Collections of original oracles may also be either cloaked in the language of a larger body of canonical literature to present their authors as divinely sent Mosaic followers, as done for Jeremiah by Deuteronomy, or detached from their original historical context, subordinated to a new one, and dehistoricized in the process to make the book as a whole address all later generations, as is the case with Deutero- and Proto-Isaiah. Alternatively, the historical oracles could be preserved but given eschatological focus by reordering and framing, as done by introducing and concluding Nahum and Habakkuk, respectively, with a hymn. Ezekiel illus­trates that such refocusing is unnecessary where the eschatological framework is original. Nonetheless, symbolic oracles may be given radically new eschatological interpretations by shifting the referent within the original oracles to a still future event, as illustrated by Zechariah’s *visions and language in which references to the return from the *exile as a second exodus are reeschatologized and projected into a still future escape and redemption.




    Throughout his analysis, Childs reiterates that the exegete must struggle to discern the authoritative final shape of the canon and appreciate that it derives from Israel’s participation in the transmission of the divinely inspired prophetic word—that is, in tradition. To ignore this and concentrate on hypothetical reconstructions of original words, figures and events is to obscure how prophecy works and why the prophetic corpus was received by the NT.




    1.3. Sanders and Childs Compared. Both Sanders and Childs focus on the canon as a corrective to post-Enlightenment decanonization of Scripture. This commonality exposes them to the anxiety that they subordinate scholarship to confessional norms. In facing this criticism, Sanders concludes that since most biblical scholars are religious, they would be more scientific by admitting instead of hiding the role of religious norms in their work. This response shields Sanders from the charge of relativism. The same obtains for his fourfold canonical hermeneutics, which, despite its left leanings, aims to establish norms for biblical interpretation. His commitments to the canonical process allow him to value all past and present canons and traditions of interpretation but, by the same token, preclude him from granting definitive authoritative status to a single final text. He judges such granting to be one of Childs’s key faults (Sanders 1987, 167-69).




    The fundamental difference between the two scholars is that while Sanders sees his “canonical criticism” to be in continuity with historical-critical methodology, Childs stresses the discontinuity between the latter and his “canonical approach.” The gap between the two revolves around Childs’s notion that the tradents of prophetic texts obscured their traces and switched the text’s historical referents. This gap in turn makes many historical-critics and religious conservatives worry that he bypasses questions about Scripture’s historical validation (Barr). Scholars who may yet agree with the notion that the tradents obscured their traces and switched the text’s historical referents might nonetheless charge Childs with failure to explain these phenomena by reference to politics or ideology. The obscuration could, for example, be referred to the wish of the priestly and scribal representatives of the law to subordinate and domesticate the law (Blenkinsopp) or, conversely, to an attempt by the representatives of the prophets to keep the law alive and free of distortion (Brueggemann). The difference between these positions and that of Childs lies in their focal points: the former focus on history, ideology and transformation of tradition; Childs focuses on the final text (see Seitz).




    2. The Prophetic Canon.




    Childs noted textual linkages between prophetic books, as between Nahum and Habakkuk, and Isaiah and Micah, but his reflection on the manuscript variations of the order in these books led him to focus on the individual books and dismiss their order’s significance (Childs 1979, 309-10, 434, 454). The significance of the canonical shape(s) of the prophetic corpus, especially that of the *Twelve, has, nonetheless, become a topic of interest.




    A variety of literary devices has been discerned to integrate the Prophets so as to adapt their words to later audiences (see Watts and House; Nogalski and Sweeney). Textual allusions link Malachi 3:22 (the end of the Latter Prophets in the Jewish MT tradition) to Joshua 1:2, 7 (the beginning of the Former Prophets in the Jewish tradition), Zechariah 14 to Isaiah 2 and Isaiah 66 (the beginning and the end of the first book of the Latter Prophets), and Zechariah 13:9 to Hosea 2:25 and Malachi 3:3 (the beginning and the end of the Twelve in both the LXX and the MT (Nogalski 1996). Turning to the MT version of the Twelve, one may note that Hosea introduces the theme of God’s patience by *intertextual links in the names of his children (“Not My People,” “No Compassion”) to the foundational account of Moses and God at Sinai after the incident of the golden calf and their dialogue about whose people the murmuring Israelites are and on the nature of divine compassion (Ex 33—40) (Seitz, 234). Hosea then ends with a call to repentance with which the next book, Joel, begins. Joel ends with a pronouncement of judgment against the nations, which theme is then taken up by Amos. Since Joel precedes Amos in the HB, the citation of Joel 4:16 (ET 3:16), “The LORD roars from Zion,” at Amos 1:2 broadens Amos’s oracle into one of universal divine judgment. The citation of the first two imperatives of Hosea 4:15 in Amos 4:4, but focusing Hosea’s words on the sins of Judah, serves to prevent Judean readers from understanding Hosea’s message to have been addressed only to Israel (Jeremias). The reversal in Joel 4:10 (ET 3:10) of the well-known pacific prophecy of Isaiah 2:4 // Micah 4:3 (“they shall beat their swords into plowshares”) precludes mechanical readings. This, then, is the burden of the permutation of the divine formula at Exodus 34:6-7 regarding the dialectic between divine wrath and mercy, which links the “who knows whether . . . ?” of Joel 2:12-14 and Jonah 3:9, and the doxology of Micah 7:18-20, which concludes the first half of the Twelve in the MT. Given that the formula belongs to the context of Moses’ intercession at Exodus 34, the recurrent and central use of this formula suggests an overarching theology of divine judgment on both the north and the south that sought (1) to affirm that God, while not being held hostage to evil, was free to forgive any who repent, and (2) to call the wise to know God’s ways in preparing for the coming great *Day of the Lord (Seitz, 209). Since Joel’s images of fertility, plague, drought and locust attack continue to be reinterpreted in the Twelve, interest has peaked in ascertaining how Joel, with its distinct position in the LXX and the MT, may help to identify the transcended “historical” paradigm that shaped and defined the overall outlook of each version of the Twelve (Nogalski 2000; Sweeney 2005, 189-209). The Twelve conclude with Malachi. Malachi’s opposition to divorce and insistence on the covenant echo Hosea’s use of the divorce metaphor to represent Israel’s disrupted relationship with Yahweh. Parallel motifs in Isaiah 1 and Isaiah 65—66 serve to frame the contents of Isaiah as well (Seitz, 213).




    3. The Law and the Prophets.




    The Prophets are also linked to the Torah at their seams. The Torah concludes by establishing Joshua as Moses’ successor as a prophet (Deut 34:9). The Former Prophets commence by establishing the Torah as the measure of prophetic genuineness (Josh 1:8-9). The Latter Prophets conclude by enjoining the audience to remember the Torah of God’s “servant” Moses, warning them of the coming of the terrible Day of the Lord, but also reassuring them of the prior coming of Elijah, with his healing ministry (Mal 3:22-24 [ET 4:4-6]). Attention to these links fosters sensitivity to linkages at lower levels. Thus, the Torah is given eschatological drive by pivotal divine prophecies: God’s promise to Abraham to bless all the nations through him, and God’s promise to Israel to send another prophet like Moses (Deut 18:15-18). In light of the Torah’s concluding description of Moses as the “LORD servant” who remains unrivaled in divine intimacy and saving efficacy among the prophets to date (Deut 34:10-12), neither Elijah, despite his communion with God at Horeb and ascent to heaven at death, nor Jeremiah, despite his receiving the prophetic word from the hand of God and prophesying a new covenant written on the heart, fulfills this expectation. If the *servant herald of a new *exodus announced in Isaiah 40—66 is the servant-prophet of Deuteronomy 18, evidently he is yet to come (Dempster).




    Such readings suggest that the Torah and the Prophets are a joint dialogical construct of promise and fulfillment, protology and eschatology. S. B. Chapman has developed this thesis to the extent of repudiating the linear theory of canon formation that stipulates that the Law, the Prophets and the Writings developed in successive stages, tracing this theory to a rabbinic subordination of the Prophets to the Torah. Noting the way in which the Law and the Prophets are joined by presenting Moses as both covenant mediator and model prophet, and the parallelism of terms such as “law” and “word,” or expressions such as “my servants the prophets,” Chapman sees in such textual phenomena a coordination of two mutually interactive authorities that he identifies as the source of a (bipartite) canon and traces to the Deuteronomists. Although this approach leads him to emphasize the fluidity of the canon in its process of development from a bipartite to a tripartite form, he consciously sees himself to be working in continuity with Childs by explaining that the canon was transmitted from the start as a recognizable statement of ideals (presenting guidelines for self-indictment and search for the good of the other) rather than as a propagandistic ideology.




    4. The Prophetic Corpus in the Masoretic Text, the Septuagint and the Christian Canon.




    The notion that the Torah and the Prophets represent two focal points of a dialogical construct raises important questions about how the prophetic corpus was/is appropriated in the Christian and Jewish canons. The Christian canon generally orders the OT books chronologically and concludes the OT with the Prophets. This may be seen in OT lists of all the Eastern and Western church fathers from the fourth century AD onward (barring Jerome, Rufinus and Codex Vaticanus of the LXX) (see McDonald, 438-44). This allows the OT to pave way for the NT. This effect is strengthened in current Catholic and Protestant Bibles, which adapt the Masoretic order of the Prophets to conclude the OT with Malachi (McDonald, 443-44), enabling one to identify Malachi’s Elijah and new servant/Moses with Matthew’s John the Baptist and Christ, respectively. On the other hand, the rabbinic tradition espoused in the MT and also adopted by Jerome, Rufinus and Codices Sinaiticus and Alexandrinus (McDonald, 441-42) place the Prophets (Nebiim) between the Torah and the Writings (Ketubim), creating a structure known by acronym as the Tanak.




    The conceptions behind these two different ways of ordering the Prophets in the Scriptures are evidently in need of explanation. For M. A. Sweeney, the middle position of the Prophets in the Tanak serves to explain the disruption between the Mosaic vision of Israel completing God’s purposes for creation by keeping the covenant, as narrated in the Torah, and the reconstitution of that ideal by the rebuilding of the *temple and observance of the Torah in the land and world at large, as set out in the Writings. In M. A. Sweeney’s reading, this lends the Tanak an antieschatological thrust vis-à-vis the eschatological thrust given to the canon in Christian bibles, which conclude the OT with the Prophets (Sweeney 1997).




    Although the assumption that the Writings and therefore the Tanak serve antieschatological (i.e., priestly and theocratic) ideological interests is contentious (see Chapman, 210-40, esp. 210n6), it is instructive for reflections on the origins and shapes of the canons of the MT and of the Christian OT (chiefly in its LXX forms) and the place therein of the Prophets.




    Sweeney takes the prophetic corpora of both the MT and the LXX to be ultimately concerned with the disruption and restoration of God’s covenantal relation with his people. The Prophets in the MT conclude with the Twelve, in the arrangement of whose first six books Sweeney discerns the clue to the differences between the MT and LXX. In the MT these books are Hosea, Amos, Micah, Joel, Obadiah, Jonah. In the LXX they are Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, Jonah, Micah. The LXX of the Twelve, as of Jeremiah and Ezekiel, betrays a tendency to focus first on Israel and then on Judah, as if to make the former a model for the latter, and only then on the nations and on their punishment and restoration in Jerusalem. The MT, by contrast, interweaves focus on Israel and the nations and emphasizes the role of Jerusalem for both.




    Sweeney infers that these structural differences relate the LXX not to Ptolemaic and Alexandrian but rather to late monarchic concerns, and the MT to later Persian ones. His reading concurs with others that judge the LXX to hold value not just as a translation of and a reordering of the final Hebrew *text (pace Seitz, 204n24), but as a witness of an alternate and possibly equally important parent Hebrew text (Tov, 54), implying that the development of the Hebrew text was not linear but branched, and so allowing reference to alternate “final” texts of Scripture (as Sanders and Chapman would advocate against Childs). The significance of the point here lies in Sweeney’s inference that the LXX’s concern with Israel and the nations fits in well with the Christian understanding of prophecy (Sweeney 2005, 188). This implies that the eschatological thrust of the LXX order of the Twelve is not simply a Christian reconfiguration of early or late Jewish conceptions but rather an adaptation of early Jewish/Israelite ones.




    If the fit between the LXX shape of the Twelve and Christian conceptions of prophecy was extrapolated over wider stretches of the prophetic corpus, one could opine that the placement of the Prophets in the Christian LXX derives from Jewish traditions rather than from Christian reconfigurations thereof. In lieu of ancient manuscript testimony to corroborate this proposal, Chapman’s thesis continues to offer a viable solution to the issue inasmuch as the discrepancy between the placement of the Prophets in the LXX and the Tanak may be resolved by positing that the tripartite canon is a late development of an original bipartite construction (Trebolle Barrera).




    5. The Canon, Liturgy and Mystagogy.




    Recalling that the canonical approach serves to correct post-Enlightenment attempts at decanonization of the Scriptures, we may find that an alternative way of relating the Prophets to the Torah and the Writings and vice versa, versus the proeschatological or antieschatological prism offered by Sweeney, is situated in attempts to understand how the liturgy, as represented by Psalms (and the Writings), and supposedly representing priest­ly, theocratic concerns, serves to mediate and foster bridges between the Law and the Prophets, protology and eschatology. The prophets can speak typologically and eschatologically of a new exodus only because they presuppose the historical importance of the original exodus. As the canon uses historical events and material realities as signs of future events and divine realities, the eschatological senses are grounded on the literal and historical. But if the canon aims to bring the believer into covenant relationship with God, its aim is one with the liturgical readings of the Scriptures that aim to bring the believer into living contact with the saving divine works narrated in those Scriptures. One could then identify this mystagogic principle, grounded on the historical and literal sense, as reflecting the basic contours of Scripture’s prophetic canonical shape (Hahn, 228-29).




    6. Conclusion.




    Despite Childs’s neglect of the prophetic corpus as a whole and of its multiple versions, recent work on the Prophets, especially the Twelve, vindicates his central notion that the tradents masked their footprints and switched historical referents to turn the words of the prophets into time and space-transcending Scripture. Via Sweeney and Chapman, one could split the argument between Childs and Sanders about the unity or multiplicity of the canon and/or the importance of the synchronic as opposed to the diachronic approach by arguing with Sanders that Childs was wrong to ignore the versions, but, by arguing with Chapman, that because the canon originates in a unified dialogical construct, of Torah and the Prophets, there is an organic connection between its original and final canonical forms whereby not every multiplicity has the same authenticity and value. As for Childs’s and Sanders’s argument about whether or not the historical-critical method can adequately grasp the final shape of the canon, the shift toward canon consciousness in recent work on the Prophets, because much of it is rooted in *literary-structural approaches, might initially seem to vindicate Sanders’s position. Whether it does so fully, however, depends on whether or not Sanders’s position, in aspiring to grasp Scripture as Scripture, as God’s word, and preserve continuity with historical-critical methodology, can really escape the critique of the essential shortcomings of historical-critical methodologies in dealing with the final form of Scripture. As C. Seitz has shown, G. von Rad, a champion of historical-critical methodology who admitted that real theological interpretation of history comes into sharpest profile in the combination of sources (as when J’s fall is read in the light of P’s “very good”), ultimately failed to perceive in the final form of the canon anything more than a preservation of traditions whose sense could not have been the originally intended meaning (Seitz, 173). Seitz can find no other practitioner of historical-critical methodology whose work overcomes this failure (see the analogies that he draws between von Rad, Blenkinsopp and Barton [Seitz, 142-46, 172]). To grasp the prophetic canon as it is transmitted, and to read it seriously, seems to necessitate a different conception of prophecy and hermeneutics, as well as of history and time, than are available to approaches whose secular assumptions necessitate the decanonization of the Scriptures and/or whose theological assumptions, also borne by von Rad, impede engagement with the “final form” of the OT because this may contradict the voice of the NT (Seitz, 174-78).




    See also Canon, Canonization; Editorial/Redaction Criticism; Formation of the Prophetic Books; Hermeneutics; Intertextuality and Innerbiblical Interpretation; Literary Approaches; Text and Textual Criticism.
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    CHAOS




    In the Hebrew Bible the concept of chaos refers broadly to cosmic disorder—conditions contrary to God’s design for all things. For the biblical writer, the world as humanity experiences it was set in order by God but is constantly threatened by forces in opposition to that order (Murray, 17, 21). Wisdom and poetic literature of the Hebrew Bible is replete with references to a divine struggle against chaos and death (Mabie, 41-54). This struggle often is depicted as combat between God and the primordial sea, or a monstrous dragon from that sea, which is subdued and restrained by divine power. The prophets draw upon these depictions and their themes both to identify Israel’s enemies with the forces of chaos and to look forward to a time when the dragon, the chief symbol of chaos, will finally be vanquished and eradicated (Is 27:1).




    1. Background to Chaos Imagery in the Prophets




    2. Chaos Imagery in the Prophets




    1. Background to Chaos Imagery in the Prophets.




    1.1. Ancient Near East.




    1.1.1. Mesopotamia. The concept of a primeval struggle between a god and a sea monster to produce an ordered world is well known in Mesopotamian literature. The principal example is that of Enuma Elish, a Babylonian myth wherein the chief deity of the pantheon, Marduk, defeats the sea dragon Tiamat. Having defeated Tiamat, Marduk splits her corpse in two to produce the ordered heaven and earth known to humans. A landmark study in 1895 by H. Gunkel introduced readers to the Chaoskampf (“struggle against chaos”) motifs in this literature. Gunkel forcefully proposed that the Mesopotamian material was the source for OT texts that described a battle between Yahweh and the sea and creatures such as Leviathan (Ps 74:12-17; Is 27:1) and Rahab (Ps 89:5-14; Is 51:9). Subsequent scholarship, however, has diverted much of this discussion away from Mesopotamia toward the literature of Canaan, specifically Ugarit, since the parallels from that material are much more explicit (Tsumura). Recent scholarship has also made it clear that Chaoskampf should be understood as a subset of divine conflict portrayals (“theomachy”) in the ancient Near East (Walton, 49).




    1.1.2. Ras Shamra (Ugarit). The literature of Ugarit provides secure conceptual links to the OT description of God’s struggle against the forces of chaos. The Baal Cycle features a cosmic battle between Baal (Baal-Hadad) and the sea deity Yamm (cf. Heb yām [“sea”]). Yamm is represented as a sea monster. One name for this chaos monster is “Tunnan” (KTU 1.3 iii:39-42; Heb tannîn [“dragon”]), called the “twisted serpent” (bṯn ʿqltn; Heb nāḥāš ʿăqallātôn) or “fleeing serpent” (bṯn brḥ; Heb nāḥāš bāriaḥ). Another is Litānu (KTU 1.5 i:1-3; Heb liwyātān [“Leviathan”]). In Ugaritic religion it is this battle that determines who will serve as the ruler of the pantheon under the supreme but distant god, El. With the help of the goddess Anat, Baal emerges victorious (KTU 1.16 iii:5-9; 1.2 iv:5-10), earning the titles ʿly(n) (“Most High”; Heb ʿelyôn) and rkb ʿrpt (“Rider/Charioteer of the Clouds”; Heb rōkēb bāʿărābôt and similar phrases). Baal also wins a house (a temple) of his own (KTU 1.3-4), and his dominion is cast as everlasting (KTU 1.2 iv:10). In addition to the overlap between Ugaritic Yamm (“Sea”) and Hebrew yām (“sea”), the two languages and their literature share other terms involving water that speak of the primordial waters, such as the deity nhr (“River,” another name of Yamm; cf. Heb nāhār [“river”]). Most scholars view the cosmic struggle between Baal and Yamm as pointing to kingship and temple building (the broader theomachy theme). While those outcomes are obvious, cosmological connections to the ordering of creation are also present (Fisher).




    1.2. Old Testament.




    1.2.1. Old Testament Wisdom Literature and Genesis 1. The OT often connects the forces of chaos with the sea (Heb yām). The reasoning is understandable. Terrestrial humanity would naturally view the vast, raging ocean as uncontrollable and always potentially deadly, filled with bizarre, terrifying creatures. It is therefore not surprising that a monstrous sea serpent was a common mythopoetic symbol in the ancient Near East (Mabie, 45-46; Wakeman; Kloos; Day; Watson). The clearest examples of God subduing a chaos sea monster to bring about an ordered creation are found in the OT Wisdom literature (Job 7:12; 26:12-13; 41; Ps 74:12-17; 89:5-14; 93). Other passages describe the waters at the creation of the world under control without a battle motif (Gen 1:2, 6-10; Ps 33:7-8; Prov 8:24, 27-29).




    Although most scholars no longer would follow Gunkel’s views of literary borrowing, many would agree that Genesis 1 is in some respects a response to Babylonian (Marduk-Tiamat) mythology. This connection would in turn suggest an exilic composition or redaction of Genesis 1 that was either contemporaneous with or a precursor to the major texts in prophetic literature that repurpose chaos imagery (see 2 below). With respect to Genesis 1:2, 6-10, tĕhôm (“the deep”) is already subdued when God sets to work in ordering the heavens and earth. That is, Yahweh is already in control of the forces of chaos. Either a battle has already taken place or it is unnecessary due to the superiority of Israel’s God. Nevertheless, chaos will come to an end, as the prophets forecast (Is 27:1) and the book of Revelation confirms (Rev 21:1, “the sea was no more”). Ultimately, for the OT writer, the subjugation and defeat of chaos concerns both mastery and maintenance of the created order and the celebration of the kingship of Yahweh (Levenson, 123-27; Walton, 54-63).




    1.2.2. Historicization of Chaos in the Pentateuch. The motifs of the subjugation of chaos and the celebration of the kingship of Yahweh are dramatically combined in Exodus 15, the Song of Moses after the Red (Reed) Sea crossing. The description is echoed in the prophets.




    In Exodus 15 the deliverance from Egypt is portrayed as divine combat between Yahweh, the “man of war” (Ex 15:3), and his foes. Even though water covered the land and the Egyptians, Exodus 15:12 declares that Yahweh stretched out his right hand, and “the earth” (ʾereṣ) swallowed the Egyptians. The word ʾereṣ is used in Jonah 2:6 to describe the prophet in the depths of the sea in the belly of the great fish, but it clearly points to the cosmic underworld, as the place of Jonah’s lament is the land “at the roots of the mountains” where “bars” make escape impossible. At this victory, the Song of Moses celebrates Yahweh’s dominion over other gods: “Who is like you, Yahweh, among the gods [ʾēlim])?” Isaiah also casts Yahweh’s mastery of the waters, creating a conduit for his children to pass to safety but violently destroying the army of Egypt, in terms of a victory over the watery chaos and its chaos monster: “Was it not you who cut Rahab in pieces, who pierced the dragon? Was it not you who dried up the sea, the waters of the great deep, who made the depths of the sea a way for the redeemed to pass over?” (Is 51:9-10). Just as the waters of chaos are subdued at creation, so Isaiah later portrays Egypt as the stifled chaos beast, Rahab (Is 30:7).




    2. Chaos Imagery in the Prophets.




    2.1. The Dragon and the Sea Historicized. The biblical prophets employ a range of naturalistic metaphors to denote the cosmic nature of the struggle between Yahweh, Israel and their mutual enemies (Geyer 1987; 1999). Imagery of watery chaos is part of that repertoire. The sea and the chaos monster metaphorically characterize Pharaoh and Egypt (Is 30:7; 51:9-10; Ezek 29:3; cf. Ezek 32:2). Isaiah also apparently describes *Babylon in similar terms (Is 13:5, 8) (Geyer 1987). In like manner, Isaiah forecasts that Judah will be swept away by the torrents of the flooding Euphrates, a metaphor for Assyria (Is 8:5-8).




    The rationale of these literary portrayals is as much to align the enemies with cosmic disorder, the primeval state of affairs contrary to Yahweh’s intentions, as it is to portray Yahweh as superior to the deities of the enemy nations. The OT writers saw the Gentile nations and their lesser gods as allotted to each other by the decision of the superior Yahweh (Deut 4:19-20; 32:8-9 [with Qumran and the LXX]) (Heiser). Opposition to and conquest of Israel, Yahweh’s own nation and sacred space, was akin to chaos breaking free, if only for a moment. The gods of the nations will be permanently destroyed in the eschaton (Ps 82 [esp. vv. 6-8]) along with the chaos dragon (Is 27:1).




    Egypt is specifically targeted with this language in several passages. Isaiah cleverly links the defeat of the primeval chaos monster with the events associated with the deliverance of Israel from Egypt from death at the Red/Reed Sea (Boyle): “Awake, awake, put on strength, O arm of the LORD; awake, as in days of old, the generations of long ago. Was it not you who cut Rahab in pieces, who pierced the dragon? Was it not you who dried up the sea, the waters of the great deep, who made the depths of the sea a way for the redeemed to pass over?” (Is 51:9-10).




    Ezekiel also applies primeval chaos imagery to Egypt, casting Pharaoh as a great dragon (tannîn) that Yahweh will capture and feed to the birds of heaven (Ezek 29:1-5; 32:1-8).




    Isaiah utilizes the motif of watery chaos to describe another of Israel’s mortal enemies, Assyria (Is 17:12-14; cf. Is 8:5-8). Maltreatment of Israel reflects the attempt of chaos to break the bonds imposed by the God of Israel. Yahweh may loosen his restraint of these forces in an act of judgment, but that is the only rationale for foreign oppression of Israel for the prophets. Only Yahweh controls and wields chaos; it must do his bidding. The forces of chaos, restrained since creation, can neither act with impunity nor be manipulated by apostate Israel. Hence comes Isaiah’s mockery of Israel’s solicitation to Egypt for protection (Is 30:1-7). Pharaoh is a feckless aid because Egypt is “Rahab, who sits still” (Is 30:7 [emending the MT) (Day, ABD 2:228).




    The prophets Jeremiah and Habakkuk utilize motifs of chaos to describe the threat of the Babylonians. In Jeremiah 51:34 Nebuchadnezzar is cast as the “dragon” (Heb tannîn) that swallows up Judah. In Jeremiah 51:44 the prophet tells his readers that Yahweh will punish Bel (a dragon deity in Babylonian religion) by removing from his mouth what he has swallowed. Chaos will again be subdued. Habakkuk conveys the same message. Just as Yahweh came from the south (Teman) into Canaan—an allusion to the journey to the promised land after the defeat of Egypt at the sea (Heb yām)—so will God act to deliver his people from the Babylonians. To conjure the image of Egypt’s decimation under the plagues before their downfall at the sea, Habakkuk portrays Yahweh moving into Canaan with an entourage that includes foreign deities as his servants, described in Habakkuk 3:5 as naturalistic forces of “pestilence” (Heb deber) (del Olmo Lete) and “plague” (Heb rešep) (Xella). Yahweh shakes the mountains as he moves (Hab 3:6), promising a violent, decisive judgment of Babylon (Hab 3:8), just as his wrath “was against the rivers [nĕharîm]” and his indignation “against the sea [yām]”.




    2.2. The Dragon and the Sea Eschatologized. The operative hermeneutic within the biblical canon is that all things will reach final resolution in conformity to Yahweh’s original intention for them at the beginning (Urzeit and Endzeit). As such, the symbolism of primeval chaos involving the dragon and the sea feature prominently in eschatological discourse.




    The eschatologization of chaos imagery is most transparent in the so-called Little Apocalypse (Is 24—27): “In that day the LORD with his hard and great and strong sword will punish Leviathan the twisting serpent, Leviathan the crooked serpent, and he will slay the dragon that is in the sea” (Is 27:1). The parallels to the Baal Cycle are explicit. The message is equally clear: Leviathan’s final destruction by Yahweh will coincide with the eschatological restoration of Israel (Is 27:2). Yahweh will have a people on earth as it was intended in Eden.




    This eschatological message is dramatically reiterated in Daniel 7. Scholars have long recognized that Israelite adaptation of material from the Baal Cycle illuminates much of Daniel 7 (Emerton; Collins, 286-94). The chapter begins with the stormy winds stirring up the raging sea, out of which emerge four beasts (Dan 7:1-8). That the beasts are not aquatic creatures but nevertheless come from the sea shows clearly that the reader is confronted with chaos metaphors. The divine council meets (Dan 7:9-10) in the presence of God (Ancient of Days), and the beasts are sentenced to death, one of them immediately (Dan 7:11-12). At the judgment of the chaos monsters from the sea, one “like a son of man” comes upon the clouds of heaven and is exalted to everlasting dominion and kingship by the Ancient of Days (Dan 7:13-14). Both the flow of the chapter and its major constituent elements show the familiar utilization of Canaanite mythopoetic language to exalt the supreme God of Daniel, Yahweh, over the cosmos.




    The eschatological language of the prophet Daniel is also significant in that the victory over chaos is linked to a second deity figure (the “son of man”) later identified with Jesus in the Gospels (Mt 26:57-68). The result is a prophetic connection of primeval victory over the forces of chaos with messianic kingship. This connection works its way into the Gospels in other ways as well, where Jesus rebukes the sea (Lk 8:22-25) and treads upon it (Mt 14:28-33; cf. Ps 89:5-10, 20-27). One may also compare Revelation 12, where Michael defeats a seven-headed dragon, identified with the devil. Another multiheaded beast rises from the sea (Rev 13:1-5) to oppose God and Christ before its final destruction (Rev 20:10). The new Eden appears where there is no more disruption from chaos—there is no more sea (Rev 21:1).




    See also Cosmology; Death.
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    Childbearing. See Women and Female Imagery.




    Comfort. See Lament, Mourning.




    Composition of Prophetic Books. See Formation of the Prophetic Books.




    Confession. See Prayer; Repentance.




    CONVERSATION ANALYSIS




    Conversation analysis (hereafter CA) is a social-scientific method to understand how naturally occurring language works in everyday conversation and in institutional settings. CA has been used in relationship to literature, including some biblical texts.




    1. History




    2. Basic Observations




    3. Application to Literature




    4. Conversation Analysis and Jonah




    5. Potential Application to Prophetic Literature




    1. History.




    Early forms of sociology, like most of the social sciences, were primarily interested in two areas: the major institutions that shape human society—that is, government, religion, kinship relations—and that which was understood to be abnormal. However, this emphasis has certain problems. For example, how can we know what is “deviant” behavior if we do not understand what is “normal” behavior? How can we understand major institutions if we do not understand everyday interactions? These kinds of questions led UCLA sociologists E. Goffman and H. Garfinkel to seriously question how sociology was practiced and to create the branch of sociology called “ethnomethodology,” the study of the “ethnic” methods (i.e., the participants’ own commonsense skills and abilities) that enable participants to produce and recognize meaningful social interaction in everyday life. In other words, even everyday life has institutional structures that should be carefully studied. Before Goffman and Garfinkel, sociologists generally assumed that they knew what was “normal,” so that what was “normal” did not need to be studied, only that which was “abnormal” or institutional.




    One of Goffman’s and Garfinkel’s doctoral students, H. Sacks, accepted their insights into the study of everyday life and applied it to everyday language. Sacks understood that social interaction was extremely dependent on language, so if all social interaction is institutionalized in some way (as Goffman and Garfinkel taught), then conversation must also be institutionalized. This line of inquiry led Sacks to assert that there must be “order at all points” in conversation, which leads to the question “Why that now?” for all aspects of talk-in-interaction, including previously unstudied items such as nonlexicals (e.g., “oh”), laughter and pauses, all of which had been dismissed by linguists as inconsequential in the assumed messiness of everyday conversation.




    Upon completion of his dissertation, Sacks joined the UCLA sociology faculty. Sacks and his early doctoral students, especially E. A. Schegloff and G. Jefferson, established some of the basic observations of CA that have now significantly influenced various disciplines, especially sociology, anthropology, linguistics and communications theory.




    Building upon the basic observations of CA concerning everyday conversation, later conversation analysts have studied the interrelationship between language and institutions—for example, doctor-patient interactions, courtroom speech, 911 calls and retail service encounters. These studies have demonstrated how necessary knowledge of everyday conversation is to the study of institutional talk, because institutional talk consists of adaptations of the practices of everyday conversation. Such studies of institutional talk have led to various practical insights, so that now some trained conversation analysts teach in law schools, medical schools, ESL programs and other professionally oriented disciplines.




    Although the early history of CA was dominated by studies limited to English and then other Indo-European languages, the basic observations of CA have been confirmed many times with some revisions by studies in languages in many linguistic families, including but not limited to Native American languages, Aboriginal languages of Australia, various East Asian languages and Semitic languages. Therefore, the universality of the basic observations of CA for human language appears to be justified.




    2. Basic Observations.




    J. Heritage has expressed the four basic assumptions underlying CA as a discipline as follows:




    (1) interaction is structurally organized; (2) contributions to interaction are both context-shaped and context-renewing; (3) these two properties inhere in the details of interaction so that no order of detail in conversational interaction can be dismissed a priori as disorderly, accidental or interactionally irrelevant; and (4) the study of social interaction in its details is best approached through the analysis of naturally occurring data (Heritage, 22). These methodological assumptions have led to two basic observations of CA: turn-taking and sequence organization.




    2.1. Turn-taking. In their 1974 article Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson observe the following about conversation: (1) turn-taking occurs, (2) usually only one speaker talks at a time, and (3) turns often occur with little or no gaps. These three observations, when taken together, strongly suggest that there must be some systematic way of determining when a turn at talk begins and ends and who has the floor to speak. This seminal article outlines the turn-taking system that operates in conversation so that speakers can take turns at speech with little or no gap between turns and little overlapping speech. Turns at talk are constructed in ways that enable participants to project when a turn will be completed. Turns can be allocated to the next speaker by the current speaker and, if not, then by self-selection. A hierarchical set of practices further helps the participants to proceed in the conversation in an orderly fashion or, when these practices are violated, to interpret the potential conflict. This article convincingly demonstrated how complex, flexible and efficient the structures of everyday conversation are, despite our naïve assumption about how simple everyday conversation must be.




    2.2. Sequence Organization. Turns at talk often occur in sequences, such as question/answer and offer/refusal. Such sequences, called “adjacency pairs,” can be characterized as follows:




    




    Adjacency pairs are sequences of two moves (verbal or non-verbal) that are:




    (i) adjacent or containing an insertion sequence (for example, a clarifying question between question and answer)




    (ii) produced by different individuals




    (iii) ordered as a first part and a second part




    (iv) typed, so that a particular first part has a range of second parts, those which are linguistically preferred and those which are linguistically dispreferred (Person 1996, 16).




    




    Thus, adjacency pairs occur in two types: (1) those with preferred second parts; (2) those with dispreferred second parts. Preferred seconds are generally brief utterances given without delay and are unmitigated. In contrast, dispreferred seconds generally contain the following four characteristics: (1) a delay; (2) a preface; (3) an account for why the dispreferred response is being done; (4) a declination component, which often is indirect or mitigated. Compare the following transcription of two adjacency pairs from actual conversations (Atkinson and Drew, 58).




    




    Adjacency pair with preferred second (invitation/acceptance):




    A: Why don’t you come up and see me some//time?




    B: I would like to.




    




    Adjacency pair with dispreferred second (invitation/refusal):




    A: Uh, if you’d care to come and visit a little while this morning, I’ll give you a cup of coffee.




    B: (pause) Well, that’s awfully sweet of you. I don’t think I can make it this morning, 
 (pause) Uhm, I’m running an ad in the paper and, and, uh, I have to stay near the phone.




    




    The preferred response is brief and, in this case, occurs even before the turn has been completed (the beginning of B’s turn is represented by the slash lines // and indentation). The dispreferred response occurs after a brief pause, which is followed by a preface (in this case, “Well” and an appreciation), a mitigated refusal (“I don’t think”), and an account for why B is not accepting the invitation (“stay near the phone”). Similar structures are found in other adjacency pairs in English, such as:




    




    

      

        

        

        

      



      

        

          	

            First part


          



          	

            Preferred second


          



          	

            Dispreferred second


          

        




        

          	

            Request


          



          	

            Acceptance


          



          	

            Refusal


          

        




        

          	

            Offer


          



          	

            Acceptance


          



          	

            Refusal


          

        




        

          	

            Question


          



          	

            Expected answer


          



          	

            Unexpected or no answer


          

        




        

          	

            Blame


          



          	

            Denial


          



          	

            Admission


          

        


      

    




    




    




    Note that what is linguistically preferred (i.e., preferred within societal norms) may not be what the individual speaker of the first part wants to hear. For example, when someone blames someone else, admission of guilt may be what the individual wants to hear. However, the linguistic/societal expectation is that denial is the preferred second. Also, although the structure of adjacency pairs is universal, the content within specific adjacency pairs may differ; for example, in some cultures refusal may be the preferred response to an invitation, at least until the invitation is repeated a certain number of times.




    3. Application to Literature.




    Few conversation analysts have applied CA to written texts, and even fewer to literary texts, probably because of the insistence on naturally occurring data in CA in opposition to the dominance of written texts in earlier forms of linguistics that denigrated conversation as an acceptable object of study. However, J. Atkinson expresses the justification for CA study of written texts thus: “An adequate understanding of how texts are produced and responded to may remain elusive so long as the issue is pursued without making close comparative reference to how talk works” (Atkinson, 230).




    Some literary scholars have found CA useful in their analyses (see the review of literature in Person 1999b, 12-14). These scholars have demonstrated that the representation of dialogue in literature follows the same set of practices found in everyday conversation. In other words, literary discourse is a form of institutional talk adapted from the set of practices found in everyday conversation.




    R. F. Person has applied CA to a variety of literary texts, including Homeric epic, Shakespeare, the Bible, and modern English-language short stories and novels. He has demonstrated that despite certain limitations of its graphic medium, literature can represent to some extent all aspects of the complexity of everyday talk in interaction, including nonlexical items (such as “uh-huh”), body movement (such as gaze and gesture), silence, and prosody (such as intonation, rate of speech). Furthermore, the literary representation of everyday conversation provides structures in the literary text that guide readers as they coproduce the meaning in the “conversation” that occurs between the readers and the text (Person 1999a). In his study of the “became silent to silence” formula in Homeric epic, Person demonstrated the relationship of this formula to the surrounding narrative context and how the “became silent to silence” formula acts as a preface for dispreferred seconds and how other formulae in its narrative context often provide other characteristics of dispreferred seconds (e.g., accounts). In his study of Wiederaufnahme (resumptive repetition) in biblical and ancient Near Eastern literature, he demonstrated that this “literary” device appears to be an adaptation of a conversational device called “restarts,” which often occurs when a speaker has regained control of the turn-at-talk. In his study of “oh” in Shakespeare, he demonstrated that the English spoken four hundred years ago during the time of Shakespeare used “oh” in all of the various sequences identified in recent CA studies as well as some analogous sequences that have not yet been identified in CA literature on “oh” in everyday conversation.




    4. Conversation Analysis and Jonah.




    Person’s most comprehensive study of applying CA to a single piece of literature is his 1996 monograph, In Conversation with Jonah. After providing an introduction of CA and a rationale for applying CA to the literary representation of dialogue, he offers a commentary on the book of Jonah, demonstrating how the narrative develops in relationship to the adjacency pairs of the conversations between the characters, whether explicitly represented by the narrator or not. He then demonstrates how this knowledge of how adjacency pairs function in the narrative sequence contributes to the construction of the different narrative elements of plot, character, atmosphere and tone. For example, concerning characterization, all of the characters in the narrative, except Jonah, produce the preferred response of acceptance to divine commands; therefore, the prophet Jonah is placed in a category of himself—that is, one who engages in conflict talk. For example, concerning the satirical tone, the narrator manipulates the readers by not giving Jonah’s account for his refusal in Jonah 1:3, but by referring to it later in Jonah 4:2. This delay of Jonah’s account makes his actions appear more ridiculous, thereby adding to the satirization of Jonah as petty.




    After providing this discussion of the various narrative elements, Person develops a reader-response approach by adapting the work of W. Iser in light of his own observations from CA concerning how conversational structures inform the narrative. Applying this approach to the Jonah narrative, he then provides another commentary, this one explicating the role of the implied reader of the narrative.




    The implied reader of Person’s commentary is, of course, only as competent a reader as Person himself is. Therefore, he provides a discussion of how a multitude of various historical readers have interacted with the Jonah narrative in those places where the narrator omitted dialogue (at least in the form of direct speech), where the narrator changed the order of reported events and in the identification of the satirical tone of the narrative. These actual readers are found in commentaries, sermons, creative fiction based on Jonah, children’s Bible stories, rabbinic sources, and even in Person’s recounting of how the narrative asserted itself on himself, requiring him to change his understanding of the interaction of the characters in the narrative world. His explication of these various readings of Jonah demonstrates once again how the basic observations of CA can be useful, this time in the history of interpretation.




    5. Potential Application to Prophetic Literature.




    Recent applications of CA to literature show promise for future applications of CA to literature, including prophetic literature. Person’s work on the book of Jonah certainly provides a model that could be applied, in part or as a whole, to other narrative texts—for example, the biographical narratives in the book of Jeremiah or the prophetic stories in the books of Samuel and Kings.




    Since most of the material in the Latter Prophets consists of prophetic oracles, a slightly different approach would be necessary. However, even what on the surface appear to be monologues in literature involve dialogues with imagined conversants or within one’s own persona. Therefore, the poetic oracles could be analyzed to discern the implied adjacency pairs between the prophet and the addressee(s) in judgment oracles (e.g., Amos 9:1-5), between the prophet and God in laments (e.g., Jer 20:14-18), between the prophet and God in call narratives (e.g., Ezek 1:4—3:27), and so forth. Such an approach could lead to a better understanding of prophetic speech in general, especially if it includes comparative analyses of prophetic literature from the wider ancient Near East (see the essays in Nissinen).




    See also Form Criticism; Rhetorical Criticism; Social-Scientific Approaches.
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    COSMOLOGY




    Generally defined, cosmology is the study of the origin and structure of the cosmos/universe and how it functions. With the rise of modern archaeology over the past 150 years or so, our understanding of ancient Hebrew cosmology has become better informed. This is directly connected to the unlocking of cognate literatures from the ancient Near East (e.g., Sumerian, Akkadian, Egyptian, Ugaritic). The ubiquitous ancient Near Eastern accounts of the origins of the universe and how it operates have been covered at length in an earlier volume of this dictionary series and need not be rehearsed here (see Lucas). Naturally, when one thinks of cosmology, Genesis 1—2, Job 38—42, Proverbs 8 and Psalm 104 immediately come to mind as opposed to the prophetic corpus. However, through a close analysis of the prophetic texts one can learn a lot about their cosmological worldview (e.g., Is 45:18).




    Today, due to modern science and intergalactic space probing, modern readers of the OT tend to wrestle more with competing cosmogonic perspectives (i.e., arguments about the origin of the universe), such as theistic evolution, creationism and evolution, as opposed to how the cosmos functions (perhaps with the exception of certain branches of science such as quantum physics [see Lennox]). For the OT prophets and ancient Near Eastern peoples, these concepts often were blurred due to their belief that the universe originated and functioned at the hands of the god(s). Of course, for each ancient culture one finds competing polemical accounts as to how exactly the god(s) created the universe. For example, in the Babylonian creation myth, Enuma Elish, Marduk creates the heavens and the earth by slaying and dividing the goddess Tiamat (ANET 67-68, 501-2, tablets IV, V), whereas in certain Egyptian creation accounts, such as “The Repulsing of the Dragon and Creation” (ANET 6-7), creative acts take place through spitting and masturbation by the chief god, Khepri (note that Egyptian creation myths vary widely). The Hebrew creation account is no less polemical when it focuses on one God, who creates both by speaking (Gen 1) and through a more “hands-on” fashioning of specific parts of his created order (e.g., Adam is fashioned [yāṣar] from the dust of the ground [Gen 2:7]).




    One area where the prophets differed from their ancient Near Eastern counterparts was in their developing monotheistic perspective (e.g., Is 37:19; 44:6; Jer 5:7; 10:11; 14:22; 16:20; Dan 5:23) (for an overview on the rise of monotheism in ancient Israel, see Lang 1983; 1986). For the OT prophets, Yahweh alone was both creator and sovereign over that *creation (e.g., Is 37:16; 40:12, 22-28; 42:5; 44:24; 45:12, 18; 48:13; Jer 32:17; Amos 9:5-6; Jon 1:9). Moreover, by the very nature of their callings as *covenant enforcers, it was only natural for the prophets to see Yahweh working through his created order not only to reach out to a wayward nation but also as a means of indicting both them and their neighbors for sin and rebellion. From prophet to prophet one can trace how each used cosmology, not so much as a means of presenting a detailed cosmological picture per se, but rather as a way of showcasing the sovereign rule of Yahweh. Nevertheless, in many cases the prophets referenced what appears to be a three-tiered cosmos where heaven and Sheol served as polar extremes (e.g., Is 7:11; Amos 9:2). By doing such, the prophets promoted the belief that there was no place where humankind could escape from Yahweh’s sovereign hand, a reality also echoed by the psalmist (Ps 139:8).




    1. A Canonical Methodology
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    5. Daniel
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    7. The Sacred Mountain and the Divine Warrior




    8. Conclusion




    1. A Canonical Methodology.




    Tracing the prophets’ use of cosmology from century to century, though valid and perhaps a rewarding undertaking, would prove more cumbersome than need be, especially in light of the debates surrounding the dates of a given prophet and his work (e.g., Isaiah, Obadiah, Joel). For this reason, a canonical approach to the subject will be adopted here, even though a prophet such as Hosea or Amos may in fact predate the prophet Isaiah. In this way, one can study how a particular book/tradition viewed cosmology and used it for didactic purposes.




    2. Isaiah.




    The book of Isaiah has the most references to cosmology within the prophetic corpus. Arguably, this could be due in part to the possible time spanned within the book (eighth through sixth centuries BC). Isaiah refers to what can be understood as either a two-tiered (heaven and earth [Is 37:16; 42:5; 45:12, 18; 51:16; 65:17; 66:1, 22]) or an implied three-tiered cosmos (i.e., the merismus: the heavens and the lower parts of the earth, and then all that is in between on the earth itself—e.g., mountains and trees [Is 44:23]). It is the three-tiered cosmos alluded to in Isaiah 44:23 that is unique insofar as it moves away from the picture presented in Genesis. Genesis 1:1 depicts a general bipartite designation for the created cosmos: God created “the heavens and the earth” (haššāmayim wĕʾēt hāʾāreṣ [for a similar division, see Neh 9:6]). The phraseology in Genesis accounts only for two main parts to the cosmos, but there is other biblical evidence of a further subdividing of the earthly tier into upper and lower portions (i.e., the inhabited world and the underworld [e.g., Ex 20:4; Deut 5:8; Job 38:4-38; Ps 115:16-17; Prov 8:22-31; Amos 9:1-3; see also Ps. 135:6; Prov 3:19-20]). This tripartite designation also appears in ancient Ugarit (“The Baal Cycle” [ANET 132, i:40; 135, vii:45-52; 138, ii:1-20]), Egypt (“Hymn to the Nile” [ANET 372, xii:5]), and Babylon (“The Creation Epic” [ANET 67, 501-2, tablet IV lines 130-146, tablet V lines 23-60]). While many of the Prophetic Books do not address such a systematized cosmos or have any cosmological references at all for that matter (e.g., Obadiah), Isaiah tends to use a more developed picture of the cosmos than do his counterparts as a means of proving the omnipotence and transcendence of Yahweh (e.g., Is 44:23).




    In Isaiah 40:22 the prophet paints a picture of God’s sovereign and transcendent perspective of the earth: “It is [God] who sits above the vault/circle [ḥûg] of the earth, and its inhabitants are like grasshoppers; he is the one who stretches out the heavens like a veil [dōq] and spreads them out like a tent [ʾōhel] to dwell in.” There are at least two ways of understanding ḥûg hāʾāreṣ (“circle of the earth”) in this context. First, L. Koehler and W. Baumgartner suggest that ḥûg hāʾāreṣ comes from the belief that the earth was “conceived of as a disc” (HALOT2 1:295). However, The Old Testament Hebrew-English Dictionary sheds further light on this first definition by noting that “the reference to a circle would have been understood in ancient Near Eastern cosmology as implying a flat, disk-shaped earth, bounded by its circular horizon. Alternatively, and in keeping with some ancient cosmologies, the earth was considered to be delimited above by a hemispherical dome, which contained the ‘windows’ or ‘floodgates of heaven,’ which God would open to allow the rains, or other calamities or blessing, to fall (cf. Gen. 7:11; Isa. 24:18; Mal. 3:10)” (Lint, 2:58) (so too BDB 295; Clines, 3:169).




    The context of the passage stresses, in hyperbolic terminology, the sovereignty and omnipotence of God over mere idols. Yahweh is pictured as a gargantuan being who measures the waters in the hollow of his hand (Is 40:12); the nations are mere dust before him (Is 40:15). Furthermore, the author goes on to note that the entire nation of Lebanon is insufficient as a sacrifice before him (Is 40:16). Poetically, these terrestrial objects are nothing in comparison to so great a God. In keeping with this theme, the author thus conceives of God as transcendent and dwelling above or over the vault (ḥûg) of the heavens (cf. Job 22:14; 26:10; Prov 8:27; Amos 9:6). Indeed, not only does the verse begin by identifying the area above the vault as the place where Yahweh dwells, but also the author uses the same participial form of the verb yāšab to juxtapose God’s dwelling place with those who dwell on the earth far below.




    In Isaiah 40:22b the author continues the description of Yahweh’s power by using the poetic word pair dōq (“veil”) and ʾōhel (“tent”) as a metaphor for Yahweh’s creative act of “spreading out” the heavens (cf. Is 42:5; 44:24; 51:13) like a veil (dōq) or tent (ʾōhel) (cf. a similar metaphor in Is 34:4). The word dōq generally means “thin transparent cloth” (CBL, 258; BDB 201; HALOT2 1:229; TWOT 1:194), which in this context can be understood to represent the sky, especially at night, when the celestial lights appear to sparkle through a thin, see-through veil. However, when it is combined poetically with ʾōhel, the author appears to be more focused on the “spreading out” (mātaḥ) action as opposed to the former understanding (cf. Is 45:12 and alternate language in Is 48:13). J. Goldingay therefore likens Yahweh’s cosmological “tent” to a Bedouin who freely spreads a pavilion anywhere and then sits in the doorway “in sheikhly dignity and authority” (Goldingay, 56). Yahweh thus presides over the cosmos while the earth rests secure (cf. Ps 27:5) (Stadelmann, 50). Interestingly, in Isaiah 40:23 the prophet furthers the cosmological language when he notes that in light of Yahweh’s sovereignty the judges are reduced to “nothing” (tōhû) (cf. Is 40:17; 45:18; Jer 4:23), a cosmological term reminiscent of Genesis 1:2, where the earth is said to be “formless and void” (tōhû wābōhû).




    The author of Isaiah also addresses the celestial bodies, which are naturally a part of every ancient cosmology (e.g., Is 13:10). Isaiah uses the stars (kôkābîm), moon (yārēaḥ) and sun (šemeš) as objects of blessing and cursing (cf. Is 30:26; 34:4). These cosmological chess pieces are also at the bidding of the sovereign Yahweh (Is 38:8; 40:26), mere objects to be disposed of in the eschaton (Is 60:19-20). Throughout the ancient Near East the sun and moon often were worshiped as gods (e.g., the Egyptian sun-god Ra; the Babylonian moon-gods Nanna, Suen [= Sîn] and Ashimbabbar; the Ugaritic moon-god Yarikh/Yarikhu [see, e.g., KTU 1.18 iv:9; 1.41:27]). Because of this, the author of Deuteronomy warns against the worship of these celestial bodies (Deut 4:19; 17:3). Isaiah and many of the OT prophets direct a number of their prophetic indictments against Israel for acting out what the author of Deuteronomy condemns (e.g., Is 1:13-14; 47:13; Jer 7:18; 8:2; 19:13; 32:29; 44:17-19, 25; Ezek 8:16; Dan 8:10; Amos 5:26; Zeph 1:5). King Manasseh epitomizes this detestable practice among the Israelites (see 2 Kings 21:3-5), thus drawing the ire of the biblical writers and prophets (e.g., 2 Chron 33:1-11; Jer 15:4 [note also King Hoshea’s sin in 2 Kings 17:16 and Josiah’s reforms in 2 Kings 23:5]). Therefore, to combat the futility of such acts, the prophets often stressed the subservient and transient nature of this cosmological level to the sovereignty of Yahweh (e.g., Is 13:10; 30:26; 34:4; 38:8 [paralleled in 2 Kings 20:10-11]; 40:26; 60:19-20; Jer 31:35; 44:25; Ezek 32:7; Joel 2:10, 31; 3:15; Amos 5:8; 8:9; Hab 3:11). It is not at all surprising that the Israelites often veered into idolatry in this area, given that most of their feasts and festivals were closely linked to seasonal cycles, especially of the moon (e.g., Num 29:6; Neh 10:33; Ezek 45:17; 46:3). Therefore, the prophets emphasized the timekeeping function of the celestial realm over and against the ancient Near Eastern perception of their deification (cf. Jer 31:35).




    Closely associated with the celestial realm are meteorological phenomena such as clouds, precipitation and storms. Isaiah makes note of precipitation in a number of contexts (e.g., bārād, “hail” [Is 28:2]; šeleg, “snow” [Is 55:10]; tal, “dew” [Is 26:19]; māṭār, “rain” [Is 55:10]; zerem, “storm” [Is 28:2]; rûaḥ, “wind” [Is 7:2; 17:13]; sûp̅â, sĕʿārâ, saʿar, “storm wind” [Is 5:28; 21:1; 29:6; 40:24; 41:16; 66:15]). Interestingly, whereas the book of Malachi addresses the cosmological perspective of precipitation falling from the “windows of heaven” (see 6 below), Isaiah makes note of these “windows” (ʾărubbôt) only once (Is 24:18). Isaiah instead tends to focus on these phenomena as being under the sovereign control of Yahweh to be used as a means of blessing (Is 30:23; 44:3, 14) and cursing (Is 5:6; 24:18).




    As is the normal practice throughout the prophetic corpus, Isaiah references the earthly tier both in generic terms (Is 1:2; 4:2; 5:26; 6:3; 8:9; 11:4; 12:5; 14:7) and in oracles of judgment (Is 11:4; 18:3; 28:2). Inevitably, many references often stress the sovereign and omnipotent nature of Yahweh through his creative acts in forming the heavens and the earth (Is 13:13; 40:12, 22; 42:5; 44:24; 45:12, 18; 48:13; 51:13, 16). There are also references to the role that the foundations of the earthly realm play. In the book of Isaiah Yahweh is presented not only as laying the foundations of the earth (Is 51:13), but also as the one who will shake the foundations of the earth (môsĕdê ʾāreṣ) to their core in the *Day of the Lord (Is 24:18). The protoapocalyptic language of Isaiah 24:19-20 thus describes the feebleness of the very earth itself when Yahweh acts in judgment (cf. Is 2:19, 21; 13:13; 24:1-21; 41:5; 51:6).




    The third level of the cosmos, Sheol (ŝĕʾōl [note also taḥtiyyôt ʾāreṣ, “the lower parts of the earth,” in Is 44:23]), also sheds light on Isaiah’s cosmology (see also the metaphor in Is 26:19). Sheol appears both independently and as part of poetic couplets whereby the Pit (bôr) is presented as synonymous (Is 14:15; 38:18). While Sheol appears in a general sense throughout Isaiah (Is 28:15; 38:10, 18; 57:9), it is the author’s use of it to show Yahweh’s omnipotence that dominates. A sovereign God must have the power of life and death over his subjects, and he must be able to condemn to Sheol. Throughout the book of Isaiah this is indeed the picture presented, especially in light of Isaiah 14:15-27, where Yahweh condemns the king of Babylon to a miserable existence there (see also Is 5:14; 28:18) (see Afterlife).




    In Isaiah 14 two cosmological extremities—the heights of heaven and the depths of Sheol—are juxtaposed in metaphorical terms (see also Is 51:13). Isaiah 14:13-15 records a sequence of poetic phrases reflecting mythological concepts depicting the heights to which the king of *Babylon sought to elevate himself and the depths to which he ultimately fell. Although no one phrase can be taken to designate a particular location for Yahweh’s throne or abode (i.e., is it in heaven generally speaking, or above the stars, or on the mount of the assembly, or above the clouds?), it does suggest to the reader that Yahweh’s abode is viewed as existing in a place of elevation, the heavens. Interestingly, the reference to the “mountain of the assembly” (har môʿēd) in Isaiah 14:13 (cf. a similar usage in Ugaritic, pḫr.mʿd, “assembly of the gods” [KTU 1.2 i:14]) does have a possible cosmological connection. Ancient Near Eastern peoples sometimes understood the entire cosmos to be likened to a cosmic mountain. Much like a mountain climber, the king of Babylon is said in Isaiah 14:13 to have desired to metaphorically “ascend/scale” (ʿālâ) the heavens and the clouds. However, the king of Babylon fails to attain his desired outcome (for competing ancient Near Eastern interpretations of this passage, see Childs, 126; Stadelmann, 90; Watson, 394). Whatever mythological connections lie behind the text, the cosmological concepts are clear. Isaiah speaks in well-known mythological and cosmological terms to show the hubris of the king of Babylon who actually thought that he was a god who could ascend above the created order to the position of the sovereign Yahweh. Instead, he is brought to the depths of Sheol.




    3. Jeremiah.




    Jeremiah’s polemical tirades against idols open the door for general cosmological comments relating to the creative powers of Yahweh. Jeremiah shows the sovereignty of Yahweh by noting that he alone, not the idols worshiped by Judah, has created the heavens and the earth (Jer 10:11). Much like the book of Isaiah, Jeremiah seeks to show Yahweh’s sovereign purposes in judging his people through cosmological themes. For example, in Jeremiah 4:22-29 the prophet pronounces judgment upon Judah using a de-creation process whereby the organized cosmos is presented as being “formless and void” (tōhû wābōhû [Jer 4:23]), an obvious allusion to Genesis 1:2. Or consider Jeremiah’s use of meteorological events such as rain (gešem, “rain”; yōreh, “spring rains”; malqôš, “latter rain”) and showers (rĕbîbîm) as a means of showing Yahweh’s *blessing and cursing (Jer 3:3; 5:24; 14:22). He also likens Yahweh’s judgment to storm winds of various types (e.g., rûaḥ qādîm, “east wind”; sûp̅â, “whirlwind”; sĕʿārâ, “storm wind”; saʿar, “storm” in general [Jer 4:13; 18:17; 23:19; 25:32; 30:23]) coming from the “four corners” (ʾarbaʿ qĕṣôt) of the cosmos (Jer 49:36).




    Jeremiah draws several verbal pictures of his cosmology. He presents the wind as being held in “storehouses” (ʾôṣār), no doubt in the upper cosmological tier (Jer 10:13; 51:16). He notes that Yahweh has delimited the terrestrial seas by the sands of the shores (Jer 5:22) and has established the world by his wisdom and stretched out the heavens through his understanding (Jer 51:15). The prophet also uses a cosmological merismus in Jeremiah 31:37 in the midst of a series of rhetorical statements related to cosmological functions and realities (Jer 31:35-37). In every case the prophet makes it clear that it is Yahweh who created and controls the universe and its functions. For example, he posits, if someone “can measure the heavens” or can search the “foundations of the earth,” then Yahweh would reject his people (see also Jer 33:20-21, 25-26). Surprisingly, apart from these references to the foundations of the earth, Jeremiah makes no mention of Sheol or the Pit in his prophecies, even though he frequently speaks of the deaths of those who reject God. Instead, Jeremiah speaks only of a bipartite cosmos (Jer 32:17; cf. Jer 33:2).




    Finally, Jeremiah declares that the very voice of Yahweh causes a tumult in the celestial waters (Jer 10:13; 51:16). Jeremiah’s comments may come from the cosmological perspective that there existed above the dome of the heavens a “celestial ocean” (see Gen 1:6-7; Ps 148:4; also called the mabbûl mayim, “flood of water” [e.g., Gen 6:17; 7:6, 7, 10, 17; Ps 29:10]). Although the prophets move away from ancient Near Eastern creation mythology in the strictest sense of the term, the cosmological parallels here are telling. In Babylonian creation mythology the god Marduk splits the goddess Tiamat’s body and uses one half of it to make a solid shell-like dome to hold back the celestial waters (ANET 67-68, 501-2, tablets IV, V). Similarly, in Egyptian cosmology, the goddess Nut is pictured with an elongated body with fingertips and toes on the ground. Her body is arched upward, being supported by the air-god Shu (ANEP 183, fig. 542). The arched-bodied Nut and halved Tiamat thus serve a similar function as the semicircular dome (ḥûg) implied here and noted above in the discussion on Isaiah.




    4. Ezekiel.




    Ezekiel too employs cosmological concepts in order to show the sovereignty of Yahweh. Although Ezekiel identifies the three tiers of the cosmos throughout his work, nowhere does he list them together. Perhaps the most detailed of his cosmological descriptions comes in the opening verses and chapters of his book. It is here that the reader gets a glimpse into the heavenly realm.




    Ezekiel’s opening vision of Yahweh’s glory (kābôd) by the river Chebar highlights the heavenly level above which Yahweh dwells. This level Ezekiel calls the rāqîaʿ (“expanse” or “firmament” [Ezek 1:22, 23, 25, 26; see also Ezek 10:1]). Next to Genesis 1, which uses rāqîaʿ nine times, Ezekiel has the most occurrences of this particular term (see also Ps 19:2; 150:1). Within scholarly circles there still remains some debate as to what rāqîaʿ means both here and elsewhere. Some feel that the concept of a “solid” surface comes from a later period through the influence of translations of rāqîaʿ, like the Vulgate’s firmamentum or the LXX’s stereōma (TWOT 2:862). Ezekiel describes this rāqîaʿ as being “like the awesome eye/gleam of ice” (Ezek 1:22) but does not specifically identify its solidity. The verbal root rqʿ often reflects the idea of the beating or spreading out flat of a piece of metal into plates (Ex 39:3; Num 16:38-39; 2 Sam 22:43; Is 40:19; Jer 10:9) or the stamping of feet (Ezek 6:11; 25:6). However, it is also used to designate Yahweh’s creative acts of spreading out “the earth or the sky like a layer” (Lint, 6:599) (see Is 42:5; 44:24), thus making a dome or the vaulted heavens which holds up the celestial waters (BDB 956). In the Mosaic tradition of Genesis 1, rāqîaʿ seems to be used interchangeably between the atmospheric level where birds fly and the planetary level (Gen 1:14, 17, 20) (TWOT 2:862). However one interprets rāqîaʿ elsewhere, here it seems to be a solid surface that holds up the throne of Yahweh. One could argue that this may in turn have some connection to the area above Isaiah’s dome (ḥûg).
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